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Public  Law  94-421 

94th  Congress,  H.  R.  8603 

September  24,   1976 


an  act 


To  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organizational  and 
financial  matters  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Kate 
Commission,  and  for  oher  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Ilousse  of  Representatives  of  the 

United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may 

be  cited  as  the  "Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976". 

Sec.  2.   (a)    Section  2401(b)   of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 

amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3). 

(b)  Section  2401  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(d)  (1)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  fiscal  year  1976  and  for  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1976,  and 
ending  September  30,  1976,  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  to  be  applied 
against  the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service 
as  of  September  30, 1976. 

"(2)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
for  fiscal  year  1977  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  to  be  applied  against 
the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service  as  of 
September  30, 1977. 

"(e)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  appropriation 
of  the  funds  under  subsection  (d)  (1)  and  ending  on  the  date  on  which 
the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  required  to  transmit  the  final 
report  required  under  section  7(f)(1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of  Congress, 
the  Postal  Service  shall  not — 

"(1)  have  in  effect  any  permanent  or  temporary  rate  of  postage 
or  fee  for  postal  services  exceeding  the  rates  and  fees  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976; 

"(2)  provide  levels  and  types  of  postal  services  which  are  less 
than  the  levels  and  types  of  services  provided  on  July  1,  1976; 

"(3)  close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more  families  regularly 
receive  their  mail  and  which  was  providing  service  on  July  1, 
1976;  or 

"(4)  close  any  post  office  where  fewer  than  35  families  receive 
their  mail  and  which  was  providing  service  on  July  1, 1976,  unless 
the  Postal  Service  receives  the  written  consent  of  at  least  60  per- 
cent of  the  regular  patrons  of  such  office  who  are  at  least  18  years 
of  age. 
"(f)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  appropriation 
of  the  funds  under  subsection   (d)  (1)    and  ending  on  the  date  on 
which  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  required  to  transmit  the 
final  report  required  under  section  7(f)  (1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of 
Congress,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline 
delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other  than  apartment 
building  addresses)  to  which  service  is  begun  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976. 
"(g)   The  Postal  Service  shall  present  to  the  Committees  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  and  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
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Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  at  the  same  time  it  submits 
its  annual  budget  under  section  2009  of  this  title,  sufficient  copies  of  the 
budget  of  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are 
requested  to  be  appropriated,  and  a  comprehensive  statement  relating 
to  the  following  matters : 

"(1)  the  plans,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  Postal  Service 
designed  to  comply  with  all  of  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  title ; 

"(2)  postal  operations  generally,  including  data  on  the  speed 
and  reliability  of  service  provided  for'  the  various  classes  of  mail 
and  types  of  mail  service,  mail  volume,  productivity,  trends  in 
postal  operations,  and  analyses  of  the  impact  of  internal  and 
external  factors  upon  the  Postal  Service; 

"  (3 )  a  listing  of  the  total  expenditures  and  obligations  incurred 
by  the  Postal  Service  for  the  most  recent  fiscal  year  for  which 
information  is  available,  an  estimate  of  the  total  expenditures 
and  obligations  to  be  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service  during  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are  requested  to  be  appropriated,  and 
the  means  by  which  these  estimated  expenses  will  be  financed; 
and 

"  (4)  such  other  matters  as  the  committees  may  determine  neces- 
sary to  ensure  that  the  Congress  is  fully  and  currently  consulted 
and  informed  on  postal  operations,  plans,  and  policies. 
Not  later  than  March  15  of  each  year,  the  Postal  Service  shall  appear 
before  the  Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  to  submit  information  which  any 
such  committee  considers  necessary  to  determine  the  amount  of  funds 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service,  and  to 
present  testimony  and  respond  to  questions  with  respect  to  such  budget 
and  statement.  Each  such  committee  shall  take  such  action  as  it  con- 
siders appropriate  and  shall  advise  the  Postal  Service  of  such  action. 
"(h)  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of 
any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  may  not  be  deemed  a 
failure  of  appropriations.  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the 
appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  shall 
not  relieve  the  Postal  Service  from  the  responsibility  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  subsections  (e)  and  (f)  of  this  section. 

"(i)  The  rates  established  under  chapter  36  of  this  title  for  zone- 
rated  parcels  formerly  entered  under  former  chapter  67  of  this  title 
shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than  the  rates  for  such  mail 
would  be  if  the  funds  authorized  under  subsection  (b)  and  (d)  of  this 
section  were  not  appropriated.''. 

(c)  Section  2003  of  title  39.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(f)    Notwithstanding   any   other   provision   of  this  section,  any 

amounts  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  under  subsection  (d)  of 

Ante,  p.  1303. section  2401  of  this  title  and  deposited  into  the  Fund  shall  be  expended 

by    the    Postal    Service    only    for    the    pu rposes    provided    in    such 

subsection.". 

Seo.  3.  (a)  Section  3601  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

"§3601.  Establishment 

"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an  independent  establishment 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The 
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Commission  is  composed  of  5  Commissioners,  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advice  and  concent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commis- 
sioners shall  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications 
and  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more  than  3 
of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  political  party. 

"(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the  expiration  of 
his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except  that  a  Commissioner 
may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for  more  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon 
which  his  term  otherwise  would  expire  under  section  3602  of  this  title.    39  USC  3602. 

"(c)  One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as  Chairman  by, 
and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  the  pleasure  of,  the 
President. 

"(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  designate  a  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chairman  shall  act  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  in  the  absence  of  the  Chairman.". 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)   of  title  39,  United  States    39  USC  3601 
Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  not  apply    n°te. 
with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
holding  office  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such 
provisions  shall  apply 'to  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner 
occurring  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  4.  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 
"§  3604.  Administration 

"(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  be  the 
principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission.  The  Chairman  shall 
exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the  executive  and  administrative 
functions  of  the  Commission,  including  functions  of  the  Commission 
with  respect  to  (1)  the  appointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the 
Commission,  except  that  the  appointment  of  heads  of  major  adminis- 
trative units  under  the  Commission  shall  require  the  approval  of 
a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Commission,  (2)  the  supervision 
of  the  personnel  employed  under  the  Commission  and  the  distribution 
of  business  among  them  and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the 
use  and  expenditure  of  funds. 

"(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this  section,  the 
Chairman  shall  be  governed  by  the  general  policies  of  the  Commission. 

"(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  supplies  as  may 
be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry  out  its  functions.  Any 
officer  or  employee  appointed  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates 
of  compensation  and  shall  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee 
benefits  established  under  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title,  as  39  USC  1001 
appropriate.  et  seq  ,  1201 

"(d)(1)    The  Commission  shall  periodically  prepare  and  submit     et  seq. 
to  the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commission's  expenses,  includ-    Budgeti  sub- 
ing,  but  not  limited  to,  expenses  for  facilities,  supplies,  compensation,    J?^ti-*f., 
and  employee  benefits.  The  budget  shall  be  considered  approved — 

"(A)   as  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in  accordance 
with  subparagraph  (B)  of  this  paragraph ;  or 

"(B)    as  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office,  by  unani- 
mous written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount  of  money  requested 
in  the  budget. 
Subparagraph  (B)  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  the  Governors 
to  adjust  any  item  included  within  the  budget. 
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"(2)  Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service 
fund  established  under  section  2003  of  this  title. 

"(e)  The  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall 
apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate.". 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting 
immediately  after  subsection  (b)  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
in  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service  makes  a  request  under  section 
3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission  on 
changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  serv- 
ices the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision  to  the 
Governors  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months 
after  receiving  any  such  request  from  the  Postal  Service. 

"(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines  that  the 
Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  consideration  of  a  request 
made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  by  failing  to  respond 
within  a  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the 
Commission  may  extend  the  10-month  period  described  in  paragraph 
( 1)  of  this  subsection  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recom- 
mended decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to  proposed 
changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for  postal  services,  requested 
on  September  18, 197.5.  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request 
which  bears,  or  which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under,  Postal 
Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  3641  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

"§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

"(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  fails  to 
transmit  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in 
fees  for  postal  services  to  the  Governors  in  accordance  with  section 
3624(c)  of  this  title,  the  Postal  Service  may  establish  temporary 
changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  in  fees  for  postal  services  in  accordance 
with  the  proposed  changes  under  consideration  by  the  Commission. 
Such  temporary  changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal 
Service  may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes  may  take 
effect  only  after  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Postal  Service 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed  such  amount  as  may  be 
necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to  assure  that  the  total  estimated 
income,  including  appropriations,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  be  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary  rate  for  a 
class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  service  which  is  more 
than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  requested  for  such  class  or  postal 
service  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  of  this  title. 

"(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal 
services  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this  section  shall  remain 
in  effect  no  longer  than  150  days  after  the  date  on  which  the  Commis- 
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sion  transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors  under 
section  3624(d)  of  this  title,  unless  such  temporary  change  is  termi- 
nated by  the  Governors  l>efore  the  expiration  of  such  period. 

"(e)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit  to  the 
Governors  within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  submitted,  or 
within  30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  resubmitted,  to  the  Com- 
mission a  request  for  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  the  mail 
classification  schedule  (after  such  schedule  is  established  under  section 
3623  of  this  title),  the  Postal  Service,  upon  10  days'  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register,  may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  the  mail 
classification  schedule  in  accordance  with  proposed  changes  under 
consideration  by  the  Commission.  Any  temporary  change  shall  be 
effective  for  a  period  ending  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  Com- 
mission has  transmitted  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors. 

"(f)  If,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders  a  matter 
returned  to  the  Commission  for  further  consideration,  the  Postal 
Service,  with  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  may  place  into  effect 
temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  fees  for  postal  services,  or 
in  the  mail  classification  schedule.". 

(b)  (1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recommended 
decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to  proposed 
changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  in  fees  for  postal  services  requested  on 
September  18,  1975,  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request 
which  bears,  or  which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under.  Postal 
Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  R76-1. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to  any  temporary  rate  or  fee 
established  by  the  Postal  Service  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission,  dated  September  18.  1975,  for  a  recommended 
decision,  bearing  Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Skc.  7.  (a)  (1)  There  is  hereby  established  the  Commission  on  Postal 
Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  "Commission"). 
The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  7  members,  to  be  selected  as 
follows : 

(A)  3  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  of  whom 
one  shall  be  appointed  as  chairman ; 

(B)  2  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  of 
whom  one  shall  be  an  individual  who  is  a  member  of  the  work 
force  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service ;  and 

(C)  2  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, of  whom  one  shall  be  an  individual  who  is  a  member  of  the 
work  force  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service. 

The  Postmaster  General  of  the  United  States  and  the  Chairman  of  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  serve  as  ex  officio  members  of  the  Com- 
mission, without  the  right  to  vote. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  appointed  within  15 
days  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  In  the  event  that 
all  of  the  members  of  the  Commission  have  not  been  appointed  at  the 
close  of  such  15-day  period,  a  majority  of  the  members  appointed  to 
the  Commission  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  conduct  of  business 
by  the  Commission. 

(3)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  not  affect  its  powers,  but 
shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  appointment. 
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(b)  The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study  the  problems  facing 
the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  recommend  actions  to  be  taken 
to  resolve  those  problems.  The  Commission  shall  not  be  limited  to  any 
particular  subject  areas  for  consideration  but  the  Commission — 

(1)  shall  identify  and  study  the  public  service  aspects  of  the 
United  States  Postal  Service,  shall  recommend  to  what  extent  and 
by  what  means  such  aspects  may  be  defined  and  costs  thereof  rea- 
sonably estimated,  and  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  identify  any 
difference  between — 

(A)  the  costs  that  the  Postal  Service  should  reasonably  be 
expected  to  incur  in  providing  postal  services  in  accordance 
with  the  policies  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  and 

(B)  the  revenues  that  the  Postal  Service  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  receive  from  rates  and  fees  for  postal  services, 
with  due  consideration  to  the  fact  that  demands  for  postal 
services  may  be  reflected  by  changes  in  the  levels  of  such  rates 
and  fees; 

(2)  shall  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  public  service 
aspects  of  the  Postal  Service  shall  be  supported  by  appropriations 
and  shall  recommend  a  plan  for  such  appropriations  with  due  con- 
sideration being  given  to — 

(A)  the  economic  and  social  benefits  of  the  postal  system 
to  the  user  and  recipient  of  the  mail, 

(B)  the  relative  economic  ability  of  the  users  of  various 
classes  of  mail  to  absorb  the  costs  of  the  postal  system, 

(C)  the  extent  to  which  the  costs  of  maintaining  a  system 
which  would  provide  a  reasonable  degree  of  regular  postal 
services  to  the  entire  public  without  regard  to  individual 
usage,  and  the  degree  to  which  such  costs  should  be  borne  by 
the  public  generally  rather  than  by  mail  users  in  particular, 

(D)  the  relative  economic  and  social  benefits  of  other  uses 
of  private  and  public  funds,  and 

(E)  the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for  adequate  and 
dependable  funding  and  for  systematic  planning  and  rate- 
making  to  provide  efficient  and  economical  postal  services  in 
accordance  with  the  policies  of  title  -39,  United  States  Code; 

(3)  shall  study  the  desirability  and  feasibility  of — 

(A)  the  ratemaking  procedures  established  under  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  particularly  the  functions  and  responsi- 
bilities of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  shall  develop 
recommendations  for  more  expeditious  and  economical  pro- 
cedures that  are  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  Postal  Service 
and  the  public,  including,  if  the  Commission  recommends  the 
abolition  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  a  method  of  assur- 
ing that  changes  in  postal  rates  shall  be  reviewed  independ- 
ently outside  the  Postal  Service, 

(B)  a  system  in  which  changes  in  postal  rates  shall  not 
exceed  changes  in  consumer  prices  unless  greater  changes  in 
such  rates  are  approved  by  a  body  independent  of  the  Postal 
Service, 

(C)  the  ratemaking  criteria  established  by  section  3622(b) 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  and 

(D)  a  statutory  requirement  for  cost  attributions  to  par- 
ticular classes  of  mail  or  types  of  mail  service ; 

(4)  shall  review  the  appropriateness  of  current  and  future  serv- 
ice levels  and  the  extent  to  which,  if  any,  such  levels  should  be 
supported  by  appropriations;  and 
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(5)   shall  review  the  long  range  impact  of  new  electronic  fund 
transfers  and  communication  techniques,  the  effect  of  such  trans- 
fers and  techniques  on  mail  volumes  and  revenues  of  the  Postal 
Service,  and  the  feasibility  of  the  Postal  Service  operating  such 
systems. 
(c)(1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  its  functions  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  Commission  may  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places  and 
receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as  it  considers  advisable. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly  from  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States  information  and  assistance  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section.  Each  department  or  agency  is 
authorized  and  directed,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within 
the  limits  of  available  funds,  to  furnish  information  and  assistance  to 
the  Commission. 

(3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commission,  any  member  or  agent 
of  the  Commission  may  take  any  action  which  the  Commission  is 
authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

(4)  All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences,  or  other  proceedings  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the  chairmen  of  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress  or  their  designees  and  reasonable  notice  of 
such  meetings  or  hearings  shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their 
designees. 

(d)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  members  of  the  Com- 
mission each  shall  receive  as  compensation  the  daily  equivalent  of 
the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  Grade  GS-18  for  each  day 
(including  traveltime)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual 
performance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(2)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  full-time  officers  or 
employees  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no  additional  pay  on 
account  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(3)  While  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business  in 
the  performance  of  service  for  the  Commission,  members  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu 
of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner  as  persons  employed  intermittently 
in  the  Government  service  are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(e)  The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such 
personnel  as  it  considers  advisable  without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  com- 
petitive service,  and  such  personnel  may  be  paid  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such 
title  relating  to  classification  and  General  Schedule  pay  rates,  but  at 
a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by  the  General 
Schedule.  The  Commission  may  procure  the  services  of  experts  and 
consultants  in  accordance  with  section  3109  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  but  at  rates  for  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate 
authorized  by  the  General  Schedule. 

(f)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  President  and  to  each 
House  of  the  Congress  a  final  report  containing  a  detailed  statement  of 
its  findings  and  recommendations,  together  with  any  individual  views, 
on  or  before  March  15, 1977. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  not  be  required  to  obtain  the  clearance 
of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal  of  its  report. 

(g)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist  60  days  after  the  transmis- 
sion of  its  final  report  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section  and  all 
offices  and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 
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(h)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
without  fiscal  year  limitation,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3623(b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "Postal  Service"  the  second  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Governors". 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Section  404  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before  "Without"  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"(b)  (1)  The  Postal  Service,  prior  to  making  a  determination  under 
subsection  (a)  (3)  of  this  section  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  closing  or 
consolidation  of  any  post  office,  shall  provide  adequate  notice  of  its 
intention  to  close  or  consolidate  such  post  office  at  least  60  days  prior 
to  the  proposed  date  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  to  persons  served 
by  such  post  office  to  ensure  that  such  persons  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  present  their  views. 

"(2)  The  Postal  Service,  in  making  a  determination  whether  or  not 
to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office,  shall  consider — 

"(A)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  on  the  com- 
munity served  by  such  post  office; 

"(B)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  on  employees  of 
the  Postal  Service  employed  at  such  office ; 

"(C)  whether  such  closing  or  consolidation  is  consistent  with 
the  policy  of  the  Government,  as  stated  in  section  101(b)  of  this 
title,  that  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  a  maximum  degree  of 
effective  and  regular  postal  services  to  rural  areas,  communities, 
and  small  towns  where  post  offices  are  not  self-sustaining; 

"(D)  the  economic  savings  to  the  Postal  Service  resulting  from 
such  closing  or  consolidation;  and 

"(E)  such  other  factors  as  the  Postal  Service  determines  are 
necessary. 
"(3)  Any  determination  of  the  Postal  Service  to  close  or  consolidate 
a  post  office  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  include  the  findings  of  the 
Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the  considerations  required  to  be  made 
under  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection.  Such  determination  and  find- 
ing shall  be  made  available  to  persons  served  by  such  post  office. 

"(4)  The  Postal  Service  shall  take  no  action  to  close  or  consolidate 
a  poct  office  until  60  days  after  its  written  determination  is  made  avail- 
able to  persons  served  by  such  post  office. 

"(5)  A  determination  of  the  Postal  Service  to  close  or  consolidate 
any  post  office  may  be  appealed  by  any  person  served  by  such  office 
to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  within  30  days  after  such  determina- 
tion is  made  available  to  such  person  under  paragraph  (3).  The  Com- 
mission shall  review  such  determination  on  the  basis  of  the  record 
before  the  Postal  Service  in  the  making  of  such  determination.  The 
Commission  shall  make  a  determination  based  upon  such  review  no 
later  than  120  days  after  receiving  any  appeal  under  this  paragraph. 
The  Commission  shall  set  aside  any  determination,  findings,  and  con- 
clusions found  to  be — 

"(A)  arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  otherwise 
not  in  accordance  with  the  law; 

"(B)  without  observance  of  procedure  required  by  law;  or 
"(C)  unsupported  by  substantial  evidence  on  the  record. 
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The  Commission  may  affirm  the  determination  of  the  Postal  Service 
or  order  that  the  entire  matter  be  returned  for  further  consideration, 
but  the  Commission  may  not  modify  the  determination  of  the  Postal 
Service.  The  Commission  may  suspend  the  effectiveness  of  the  deter- 
mination of  the  Postal  Service  until  the  final  disposition  of  the  appeal. 
The  provisions  of  section  556,  section  557,  and  chapter  7  of  title  5  5  USC  556, 
shall  not  apply  to  any  review  carried  out  by  the  Commission  under  557,  701 
this  paragraph.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
take  effect  on  the  day  after  the  date  on  which  the  Commission  on 
Postal  Service  transmits  its  final  report  under  section  7(f)  (1)  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  10.  Section  3622(b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ''and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (7),  by  redesignating 
paragraph  (8)  as  paragraph  (9),  and  by  inserting  immediately  after 
paragraph  (7)  the  following  new  paragraph  : 

"(8)    the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and  informational 
value  to  the  recipient  of  mail  matter ;  and". 

Sec.  11.  Section  3626  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  "  (a) "  immediately  before  "If  the  rates"  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections : 

"'(b)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'periodical  publica- 
tions', as  used  in  former  section  4351  of  this  title,  includes  (A)  any 
catalog  or  other  course  listing,  including  mail  announcements  of  legal 
texts  which  are  part  of  post-bar  admission  education  issued  by  any 
institution  of  higher  education  or  by  a  nonprofit  organization  engaged 
in  continuing  legal  education:  and  (B)  any  looseleaf  page  or  report 
(including  any  index,  instruction  for  filing,  table,  or  sectional  identi- 
fier which  is  an  integral  part  of  such  report)  which  is  designed  as  part 
of  a  looseleaf  reporting  service  concerning  developments  in  the  law  or 
public  policy. 

"(2)  Any  material  described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection 
shall  qualify  to  be  entered  and  mailed  as  second  class  mail  in  accord- 
ance with  the  applicable  provisions  of  former  section  4352  through 
former  section  4357  of  this  title. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'institution  of 
higher  education'  has  the  meaning  friven  it  bv  section  1201(a)  of  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  1141(a) ). 

"(c)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  one  conservation  publica- 
tion published  by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is  responsible  for  manage- 
ment and  conservation  of  the  fish  or  wildlife  resources  of  such  State 
shall  be  considered  a  publication  of  a  qualified  nonprofit  organization 
which  qualifies  for  rates  of  postage  under  former  section  4358(d)  of 
this  title. 

"(d)  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'agricultural',  as  used  in 
former  sections  4358(j)  (2),  4452(d),  and  4554(b)  (1)  (B)  of  this  title, 
includes  the  art  or  science  of  cultivating  land,  harvesting  crops  or 
marine  resources,  or  raising  of  livestock. 

"(2)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  and  for  purposes  of 
former  sections  4358 (j)  (2),  4452(d),  and  4554(b)  (1)  (B)  of  this  title, 
agricultural  organizations  or  associations  shall  include  any  organiza- 
tion or  association  which  collects  and  disseminates  information  or 
materials  relating  to  agricultural  pursuits.". 
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Books  and  Sec.  12.  Section  3683  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 

films.  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before  "Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 

vision" and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 
"(b)  The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified  in  former  section  4554(a) 
39  USC  4554.  (1)  0r  4554(b)  (2)  (A)  of  this  title,  when  mailed  from  a  publisher  or  a 
distributor  to  a  school,  college,  university,  or  library,  shall  be  the  rate 
currently  in  effect  for  such  mail  matter  under  the  provisions  of  former 
section  4554(b)  (1)  of  this  title.". 

Approved  September  24,    1976. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  202 

H.  R.  8603 

[Report  No.  94-391] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  14,  1975 

Mr.  Haxley  (for  himself.  Mr.  Nix,  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Lehman,  Mr. 
Simon,  and  Mr.  Mixeta)  introduced  the  following  bill :  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 

July  24,  L975 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  ami  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  title  39,  United  Stares  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
organizational  and  financial  matters  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Hate  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  b'/  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled. 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  "Postal  Reorganization 

4  Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

5  Sec.   2.   Section  2101(h)    of  title   39,   United   States 

6  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

7  "(b)  (1)   There  is  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the 

8  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1976,  and 

9  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  September  30,  1977,  1978, 
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1  and  1979,  an  amount  equal  to  $35  multiplied  by  the  number 

2  of  delivery  addresses  estimated  to  be  served  during  the  fiscal 

3  year  involved.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 

4  Postal  Service  for  the  period  commencing  July  1,  1976,  and 

5  ending  Sepember  30,  1976,  an  amount  equal  to  one-fourth 

6  the  amount  authorized  under  this  subsection  for  the  fiscal 

7  year  ending  June  30,  1976. 

8  "  (2)  (A) — The  appropriation  authorized  in  paragraph 

9  ( 1 )  shall  reimburse  tho  Postal  Service  for  the  costs  of  main 

10  tdining  a  system  which  shall  provide  a  maximum  degree  of 

11  effective  and  regular  postal  services  throughout  the  nation, 

12  and  which  is  available  to  serve  the  entire  public  regardless 

13  of  particular  individual  usage. 

14  "  (B)    Except  as  provided  by  subparagraph — (D),   the 

15  delivery  service  requirements  in  effect  on  June  30,   1975, 

16  shall  be  continued  by  tho  Postal  Service  and  may  not  be 

17  terminated  or  modified  by  the  Postal  Service  without  the 

18  prior  approval  of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having 

19  jurisdiction  over  the  addresses  subject  to  any  such  termination 

20  or  modification. 

21  "(C)    Except  as  provided  by  subparagraph — (D),   the 

22  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curblinc  dc 

23  livery  to  all  permanent  residential   addresses — (other   than 

24  apartment  building  addresses)  which  begin  receiving  deliver)- 

25  services  after  June  30,  1975,  In  anv  case  in  which  a  unit 
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1  of  general   local   government   Laving   jurisdiction   over   any 

2  such  address  disapproves  the  provision  of  curblinc  service  for- 

3  such  address,  the  Postal  {Service  shall  provide  door  delivery 

4  for  such  address. 

5  "  (I))    The  Postal  Service  may  provide  cluster  hox  dc- 

6  livery  service  for  any  permanent  residential  address  in  any 

7  ease  in  which  a  unit   of  general  local  government  having 

8  jurisdiction  over  such  address,  specifically  approves  the  pro- 

9  virion  of  such  cluster  box  delivery  service.' 

10  "(3)   Appropriations  made  under  the  authority  of  this 

11  subsection,  as  reimbursement  for  public  service  costs  in  ex 

12  cess  of  10  per  centum  of  the  total  operating  expenses  of  the 

13  -j-V-tai  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  3U,  1957,  shtfll 
11  Tir>t-W-expcmh-d-H^  utilised  in  such  a  manner  as  to  effect  a 

15  -mfttetion  in  postal  rate-;  and  fees  for  zone-rated  fourth  ekss 

16  mail  as  required  t'.4>e-^tahlH4ft-d- under  section*  3621  and 

17  3622  of  thi,  title. 

1 3        "  (4)    The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  an  amount  to  bo 

19  appropriated  under  this  subsection.-  shall  present  to  the  ap- 

20  propriatc  eonnnittces  of  the  Congress  a  comprehensive  state 

21  ment  of  its  compliance  with  the  public  service  cost  policy 

22  established  under  section  101  (b)   of  this  title.". 

23  Sec,   3.    (a)    Section  360.1  of  title  39,   United  States  - 

24  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 


78-286    O  -  76  -  2 
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1  "§3601,  Establishment 

2  "(a)    The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an  independent 

3  establishment  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of 

4  the  United  States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5  Com 

5  missionors,  appointed  by   the  President,  by  and  with  the 

6  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sonato.  The  Commissioners  shall 

7  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  qualifications  and  may  be 

8  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more  than  3 

9  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  poli 

10  tical  party. 

11  "(b)   A  Commissioner  may  continuo  to  servo  after  the 

12  expiration  of  his  term  until  his  successor  has  taken  office, 

13  except   that   such   Commissioner  may   not  so   continuo    to 

14  servo  for  moro  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon  which  his 

15  term  othorwiso   would  expire  under  section   3602   of   this 

16  -fe&e^ 

"  (o)    Quo  of  the  Commissioners  shall  bo  designated  as 

18  Chairman  by,  and  shall  servo  in  tho  position  of  Chairman  at 

19  the  pleasure  of,  tho  President. 

"(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  dosig- 
21  natc  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chair- 
2^     man  shall  act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  ab 

23  sence  of  the  Chairman.". 

24  (b)    Tho   provisions   of  soction   3601  (a)    of  title   39, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection — (a),  shall 
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1  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal 

2  Rate  Commission  holding  office  on  tlie  date  of  the  enact- 

3  liiont  of  this  Act,  except  tliat-  such  provisions  shall  apply  to 

4  any  appointment  of  such  Cuminis/iouer  occurring  after  the 

5  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Art. 

6  Six.  1.  Section  3004  of  title  30,  United  States  Code, 

7  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

8  "§  3601.  Administration 

9  "  (a) — The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate   Commission 

10  shall  he  the  principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission. 

11  The  Chairman  shall  exercise  all  the  executive  and  admin- 

12  iterative  functions  of  the  Commission,  including  functions  of 

13  the  Commission  with  respect  to    (1)    the  appointment  and 

14  supervision  of  personnel  employed  under  the  Commission, 

15  (2)    the  distribution  of  business  among  such  personnel,  and 

16  among  the  Commissioners,  and   (3)  the  use  and  expenditure 

17  of  funds. 

18  "(h)    In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this 

19  section,    the   Chairman   shall  be   governed   by   the   general 

20  policies  of  the  Commission. 

21  "(c)   The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  sup- 

22  plies  as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry 

23  -out  its  functions.  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  under 

24  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of  compensation,  and  shall 

25  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee  "benefits,   ostarj- 
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1  lished   under   chapter    10   or   chapter    12    of   this    title,    as 

2  appropriate. 

3  "(d)  (1)    Except  as  provided  by  paragraph    (2),   the 

4  provisions  of  section  110  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shail 

5  apply  to  the  Commission,  a*  appropriate. 

6  "  (2)  The  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

7  1921,  relating  to  the  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets, 

8  and  the  provisions  of  any  other  Federal  law  relating  to  the 

9  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets,  shall  apply  to  the 

10  Commission. "-. 

11  Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  3022  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

12  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

13  subsection: 

14  "  (c) — Any  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission 

15  under  this  section  shall  be  made  by  a  vote  of  an  absolute 

16  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office.". 

17  (b)    Section  3623  of  title,  39,  United  States  Code,  is" 

18  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

19  sub  section : 

20  "(d)    Any  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission 

21  under  this  section  shall  be  made  by  a  vote  of  an  absolute 

22  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office.". 

23  Sec.  6.   (a)  Section  3624{a)  of  title  39,  United  States 
24.  -Code,  is  amended  to  road  as  follows: 

25-  .     "(a)    The  Postal  Kate  Commission  shall  promptly  con- 
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1  fciidor  any  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

2  3622  or  section  3623  of  this  title.  In  the  course  of  3uch  con- 

3  sidoration,   the   Commission   shall  hold   hearings   and   give 

4  reasonable  public  notice  thereof,  and  shall  afford  reasonable 

5  opportunity  for  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails,  and  an 

6  officer  of  the  Commission  who  "hall  be  required  to  represent 

7  the  interests  of  the  general  public,   to  be  present,  and  to 

8  present  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

9  (b)   Section  3628  of  title  39,  United  Statos  Code,  ia 

10  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  second  sentence 

11  the  following  new  sentence:   "The  standard  of  review  es- 

12  tablished  by  section  706(2)  (A)   of  title  5  shall  apply  with 

13  respect  to  any  review  made  by  the  court  under  this  section.". 

14  (c)    The  first  sentence  of  section  3661(c)    of  title  39, 

15  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:   "The 

16  Commission  shall  not  issue  its  opinion  on  any  proposal  until 

17  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing  is  accorded  interested  parties, 

18  reasonable  public  notice  is  given  thereof,  and  a  reasonable 

19  opportunity  is  afforded  interested  parties,  including  an  officer 

20  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the 

21  interests  of  the  general  public,  to  be  present,  and  to  present 

22  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

23  (d)   The  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  provisions 

24  of   this   section   shall   not   affect   airy   proceedings    pending 

25  before   the   Postal   Rate   Commission   on    the   date   of   the 
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1  enactment  of  this  Act.  Orders  shall  be  issued  in  3uch  pro 

2  ceodingp.  and  appeals  shall  be  taken  from  such  proceedings  as 

3  if  the  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

4  section  had  not  been  enacted.  Orders  issued  in  any  such 

5  proceedings  shall  continue  in  effect  until  modified,  terminated, 

6  superseded,   or  repealed,   through   any  action   taken  under 

7  title  39,  United  States  Code,  through  action  taken  by  a  court 

8  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  of  law. 

9  Seo.  7.    (a)    Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States 

10  Code,  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection — (c)    as  sub 

11  section    (d)    and  by  inserting  immediately  after  subsection 

12  (b)  the  following  new  subsection : 

13  "  (o)  (1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2) ,  in  any 

14  case  in  which   the  Postal  Service  makes  a  request  under 

15  section  3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended  decision  by 

16  the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  or  ratc3  of  postage  or 

17  in  a  foo  or  fees  for  postal  services,   or  a   request  under 

18  section  3623  (b) — of  this  title  for  a  recommended  decision 

19  by  tho  Commission  on  changes  in  the  mail  classification 

20  schedule,  the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended 

21  decision  to  the  Governors  under  subsection  (d)  no  later  than 

22  10  months  after  receiving  any  such  request  from  tho  Postal 

23  Sorvioo. 

24  "(2)  In  any  case  in  which  tho  Commission  determines 

25  that  the  Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  oonsidora- 
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1  tion  of  a  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

2  3622  or  section  3623(b) — by  failing  to  respond  within  a 

3  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the 

4  Commission  may  extend  the  10  month  period  described  in 

5  paragraph    (1)    by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay.*'. 

6  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)   shall  not 

7  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to    (1)    the 

8  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  reiat- 

9  ing  to  proposed  ohangos  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for 

10  postal  services,  made  on  September  25,  1973,  by  the  United 

11  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Rate  Com- 

12  mission  Docket  Numbered  R74  1;  or  (2)  the  recommended 

13  decision  of  the  Commission  rotating  to  the  proposed  cstab- 

14  lishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  made  on  January  18, 

15  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Rate 

16  Commission  Docket  Numborod  MC73-1. 

17  Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  3611  of  titlo  39,  Unitod  States  Code, 

18  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

19  "§  3611.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

20  "  (a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 

21  fails  to  transmit  a  recommended  decision  on  a  chango  in 

22  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change 

23  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  to  the  Governors  in  accord  - 

24  ancc  with  section  3624(c)   of  this  title,  the  Governors  may 

25  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for 
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1  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  in  ao 

2  cordancc  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  temporary 

3  changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Governors 

4  may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes  may 
-5  take  effect  only  after  10  days1  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

6  "  (b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Gov 

7  ernors  under  subsection  (a)   shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 

8  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed  such  amount  as  may 

9  be  necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to  assure  that  the  total 
10  estimated  income  of,  and  appropriations  to,  the  Postal  Sorv 
11-  ice  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  1>c  equal  to  the  total  csti 

12  mated  costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

13  "(c)   The  Governors  may  not  establish  any  temporary 

14  rate  for  a  class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  scrv- 

15  ico  which  is  more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  foe  requested  ■ 

16  for  3uch  class  or  postal  service  by  the  Postal  Service  under 

17  section  3622  of  this  titlo. 

18  "  (d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage,  in  foos 

19  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  marl  classification  schedule  made 

20  by  the  Governors  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  effect  no 

21  longer  than  150  days  after  the  date  upon  which  the  Commis 

22  sion  transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors 

23  under  section  3621(d)    of  this  titlo,  unless  such  temporary 

24  change  is  terminated  by  the  Governors  boforo  the  expiration 

25  of  guoh  period;". 
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1  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)   shall  not 

2  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to    (1)    the 

3  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  rclat- 

4  ing  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fcc3  for- 

5  postal  services,  made  on  September  25,  1973,  by  the  United 

6  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  hearing  Postal  Rate  Com 

7  mission  Docket  Numbered  E7-1  1 ;  or  (2)  the  recommended- 

8  decision  of  the  Commission  relating  to  the  proposed  ostab 

9  lishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  made  on  January 

10  18,  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal 

11  Rate  Commission  Docket  Numbered  MC73  1. 

12  Sec.  9.  Section  3626  of  title  39,  Unircd  States  Code,  is 

13  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before   "If   th<3 

14  rates"  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

15  subsections : 

16  "  ()))  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'periodical 

17  publications',  as  used  in  former  section   1351  of  this  title, 

18  includes    (A)    any  catalog  or  other  course  listing  issued  by 

19  any  institution  of  higher  education;  and    (B)    any  looseleaf 

20  page  or  report — (including  any  index,  instruction  for  filing, 

21  table,   or  sectional   identifier  which   is   an   integral   part   of 

22  such  report)   which  is  designed  for  inclusion  in  any  treatise 

23  or  compilation. 

24  "(2)    Any  material  described  in  paragraph    (1) — shall 

25  qualify  to  be  entered  and  mailed  as  second  class  mail  in 
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j  accordance  with  former  section  1352  through  former  section 

2  1357  of  thi3  title. 

3  "(3)   For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'institu- 

4  tion  of  higher  education'  has  the  meaning  given  it  by  section 

5  1201  (a)   of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  10(35   (20  U.S.C. 

6  1111(a)). 

7  "(c)   In  the  administration  of  this  section  a  committee 

8  qualified  for  tax  credit  contributions  under  section  41  (c)  (1 ) 

9  (C)   and   (D)    of  the  Internal  11  e venue  Code  shall  be  con- 

10  3idercd    a — qualified    nonprofit    organization    under    former 

11  ooctions  1152(d)  and  1358  (j)  (2)  of  this  title. 

12  "(d)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  one  conscrva- 

13  tion  publication  published  by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  ig 

14  responsible  for  management  and  conservation  of  tho  fish  or 

15  wildlife  resources  of  such  State  shall  be  considered  a  publica- 

16  tion   of  a   qualified   nonprofit   organization   which    qualifies 

1-7  for  rates  of  postago  under  former  section  1358(d).". 

18  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ''Postal  Reorganization 

19  Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

20  Sec.   2.   Section  2401(b)    of   title   39,    United   States 

21  Code,  is  amended  to  nod  as  follows: 

22  "(b)(1)   There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 

23  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  pear  ending  June  30,  1976,  and 

24  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  <  nding  SepU  mber  30,  1977,  1978, 

25  and  1979,  an  amount  equal  to  $35  multiplied  by  tin  number 
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1  of  delivery  addresses  estimated  by  the  Postal  Service  to  be 

2  served  during  the  fiscal  year  involved.  There  is  authorized  to 

3  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Servia    for  the  period  oom- 

4  meriting  July  1,  1976,  and  ending  September  30,  1976,  an 

5  amount   equal   to   one-fourth    the   amount   authorized   under 
q  this  subsection  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1976. 

7  "(2)  (A)   The  appropriations  authorized  in  paragraph 

8  (1)   shall  be  used  to   reimburse   the   Postal  Service  for   the 

9  costs  of  maintaining  a  system  which  shall  provide  a  maximum 

10  degree  of  effective  and  regular  posted  services  throughout  the 

11  Nation,   and  which   is  available   to  serve   the  entire   public 

12  regardless  of  particular  individual  usage. 

13  "(B)    Except  as  provided   in   subparagraph    (G),    the 

14  Posted  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  de- 

15  livery   to   all  permanent   residential   addresses    (other   than 

16  apartment    building    addresses).    The    Postal    Service    shall 

17  provide  door  delivery  in  any  case  in  which  the  unit  of  general 
lg  local  government   having   jurisdiction    ewer   the    address    in- 

19  volved  has  adopted  zoning  ordinances  in  the  interest  of  protect- 

20  iug  the  public  safety  which  prohibit  the  construction  or  main- 

21  tenance  of  any  structure   on    the  property   adjacent   to   the 

22  curbline. 

23  "(G)     The    Posted    Service    may    provide    cluster    box 

24  delivery  service  for   any   permanent    residential   address    in 

25  any  case  in  which  a  unit  of  general  local  government  having 
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1  jurisdiction    over    such    address    specifically    approves    the 

2  provision  of  such  cluster  box  delivery  service. 

3  "(3)  Appropriations  made  under  the  authority  of  this 

4  subsection  shall  not  be  expended  or  utilized  in  such  a  manner 

5  as  to  effect  a  reduction  of  more  than  10  percent  in  the  appli- 
q  cable  postal  rates  or  fees  established  under  chapter  36  of 

7  this  title  for  zone-rated  mail  matter  formerly  entered  under 

8  former  chapter  67  of  this  title. 

9  "(4)  The  levels  of  service  described  in  paragraph  (2) 

10  (B)    and  paragraph    (2)  (C)    of   this  subsection   shall   be 

11  required  to  be  provided  only  during  any  period  for  which 

12  the  appropriations  authorized  under  paragraph   (1)  of  this 

13  subsection  have  been  appropriated  by  the  'Congress. 

14  "(5)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  an  amount  to  be 

15  appropriated   under    this   subsection,    shall    present    to    the 

16  appropriate   committees   of   the    Congress    a    comprehensive 

17  statement  of  its  compliance  with  the  public  service  cost  policy 

18  established  under  section  101(b)  of  this  title". 

19  SEC.  3.    (a)    Section  3601   of  title  39,    United  States 

20  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

21  "§  3601.  Establishment 

22  "(a)    The  Postal  Bate  Commission   is  an  independent 

23  establishment  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of 

24  the  United  States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5  Com- 

25  missioners,    appointed  by   the   President,    by   and   with   the 
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1  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall 

2  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications  and 

3  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Xot  more 

4  than  3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same 

5  political  party. 

Q  "(b)   A   Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the 

7  expiration  of  his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except 

8  that  such    Commissioner  may   not  so   continue  to  serve  for 

9  more  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon  which  his  term  other- 

10  wise  would  expire  under  section  3602  of  this  title. 

11  "(c)   One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as 

12  Chairman  by,  and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at 

13  the  pleasure  of,  the  President. 

14  "(d)   The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  desig- 

15  note  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chair- 

16  man  shall  act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in   the  ab- 

17  sence  of  the  Chairman!'. 

18  (b)    The   provisions   of   section   3601  (a)    of   title   39, 

19  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection    (a),   shall 

20  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal 

21  Rate   Commission   holding  office  on   the  date   of  the   enact- 

22  ment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such  provisions  shall  apply  to 

23  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner  occurring  after  the 

24  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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1  Sec.  4.  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

2  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

3  "§  3604.  Administration 

4  "(a.)    The   Chairman  of  the  Postal  Bate   Commission 

5  shall  be  the  principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission. 

6  The  Chairman  shall  exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the 

7  executive  and  administrative  functions  of  the   Commission, 

8  including  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to   (1) 

9  the    appointment    and    supervision    of    personnel    employed 

10  under  the  Commission,  (2)  the  distribution  of  business  among 

11  such  personnel,  and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the 

12  use  and  expenditure   of  funds. 

13  "(h)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this 

14  section,  the  Chairman  shall  be  governed  by  the  general  policies 

15  of  the  Commission. 

16  "(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  sup- 

17  plies  as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry 

18  out  its  functions.  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  under 

19  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of  compensation,  and  shall 

20  be   entitled   to   programs   offering   employee    benefits,    estab- 

21  lished   under   chapter   10    or   chapter   12   of    this   title,    as 

22  appropriate. 

23  "(d)(1)   Except  as  provided  by  paragraph    (2),    the 

24  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall 

25  apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate. 
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-,  "(2)  The  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

2  1921.  relating  to  the  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets, 

3  and  the  provisions  of  any  other  Federal  law  relating  to  the 

4  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets,  shall  apply  to  the 
x  Commission". 

o 

6  Sec.  5.  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

rj  as  amended  by  section  7 fa),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

g  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

9  "(e)  Any  final  action  of  tlu   Commission  under  section 

10  3622,  3623.  3661,  or  3662  of  this  title  shall  be  made  by  a 

H  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office". 

12  SEC.  6.  fa)  Section  3624(a)  of  title  39,  United  States 

13  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

14  "(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  promptly  con- 

15  skier  any  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

16  3622  or  section  3623  of  this  title.  In  the  course  of  such  con- 

17  sideration.    the    Commission    shall   hold   hearings    and   give 

18  reasonable  public  notice  thereof,  and  shall  afford  reasonable 

19  opportunity  for  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails,  and  an 

20  officer  of  the  Commission  n-ho  shall  be  required  to  represent 

21  the   interests   of  the  general  public,    to   be   present,    and   to 

22  present  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

23  (b)   Section  3628  of  title  39,    United  States  Code,   is 

24  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  second  sentence 

25  the   following   new   sentence:    "The   standard   of    review    es- 
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2  tablished  by  section  706(2)  (A)  of  title  5  shall  apply  with 

2  respect  to  any  review  made  by  the  court  under  this  section". 

3  (c)    The  first  sentence  of  section  3661(c)   of  title  39, 

4  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "The 

5  Commission  shall  not  issue  its  opinion  on  any  proposal  until 
5  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing  is  accorded  interested  parties, 

7  reasonable  public  notice  is  given  thereof,  and  a  reasonable 

8  opportunity  is  afforded  interested  parties,  including  an  officer 
g  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to   represent  the 

10  interests  of  the  general  public,  to  be  present,  and  to  present 

11  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing!'. 

12  (d)   The  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  provisions 

13  of    this   section    shall   not    affect    any    proceedings   pending 

14  before    the    Postal    Rate    Commission    on    the    date    of    the 

15  enactment  of  this  Act.  Orders  shall  be  issued  in  such  pro- 

16  ceedings  and  appeals  shall  be  taken  from  such  proceedings 

17  as  if  the  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of 

18  this  section  had  not  been  enacted.  Orders  issued  in  any  such 

19  proceedings  shall  continue  in  effect  until  modified,  terminated, 

20  superseded,   or  repealed,   through   any   action   taken    under 

21  title  39,  United  States  Code,  through  action  taken  by  a  court 

22  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  of  law. 

23  Sec.  7.    (a)   Section  3624  of  title  39,    United  States 

24  Code,  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection    (c)    as  sub- 
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1  section   (d)    and  by  inserting  immediately   after'  subsection 

2  (b)   the  following  new  subsection: 

3  "  (c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2),  in  any 

4  case  in   which  the  Postal  Service   makes   a   request   under 

5  section  3622   of  this  title  for   a   recommended  decision   by 

6  the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of  postage  or 

7  in   a  fee   or  fees  for   postal  services,    or   a   request    under 

8  section  3623(b)    of  this  title  for   a   recommended  decision 

9  by   the   Commission   on   changes   in    the   mail   classification 

10  schedule,    the    Commission  shall   transmit    its    recommended 

11  decision  to  the  Governors  under  subsection   (d)   of  this  sec- 

12  tion  no  later  than  10  months  after  receiving  any  such  request 

13  from  the  Postal  Service. 

14  u  (2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines 

15  that  the  Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  considera- 

16  tion  of  a  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

17  3622  or  section  3623(b)    by  failing  to   respond   within   a 

18  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the 

19  Commission  may  extend  the  10-month  period  described  in 

20  paragraph  (1)   by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay.'1. 

21  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)   shall  not 

22  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to    (1)    the 

23  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relat- 

24  ing  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for 
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1  postal  services,  made  on  September  25,  1973,  by  the  United 

2  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Rate  Corn- 
's mission  Docket  Number  R74-1;  or   (2)    the  recommended 

4  decision  of  the  Commission  relating  to  the  proposed  estab- 

5  lishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  made  on  January 

6  18,  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal 

7  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  MC73-1. 

8  Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  3641  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

9  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

10  "§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

11  "(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 

12  fails  to  transmit  a  recommended  decision  on   a   change   in 

13  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change 

14  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  to  the  Governors  in  accord- 

15  ante  with  section  3624(c)  of  this  title,  the  Postal  Service  may 

16  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for 

17  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  in  ac- 

18  cordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  temporary 

19  changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal  Serv- 

20  ice  may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes  may 

21  take  effect  only  after  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

22  "(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Pos- 

23  tal  Service  wider  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in  ac- 

24  cordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 

25  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to 
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2  assure  that  the  total  estimated  income,  including  appropria- 

2  tions,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable, 

3  be  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

4  "(c)  The  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary 

5  rate  for  a  class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal 
q  service  which  is  more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  re- 
7  quested  for  such  class  or  postal  service  by  the  Postal  Service 
§  under  section  3622  of  this  title. 

9  "(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees 

10  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  made 

11  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  effect 

12  no   longer   than    150   days   after   the   date    upon    which   the 

13  Commission  transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Gov- 

14  ernors  under  section  3624(d)   of  this  title,   unless  such  tem- 

15  porary  change  is  terminated  by  the   Governors  before   the 

16  expiration  of  such  period  T . 

17  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection    (a)   shall  not 

18  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with   respect  to   (1)   the 

19  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Bate  Commission  relat- 

20  ing  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for 

21  postal  services,  made  on  September  25,  1973,  by  the  United 

22  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Bate  Com- 

23  mission  Docket  X umber  R74-1;  or   (2)    the  recommended 

24  decision  of  the  Commission   relating  to  the  proposed  estab- 

25  lishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  made  on  January 
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-.  18,  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal 

2  Bate  Commission  Docket  Number  MC73-1. 

3  Sec.  9.  Section  3622(b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

4  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

5  (7),  by  redesignating  paragraph  (8)  as  paragraph  (9),  and 
g  by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph  (7 )  the  following 

7  new  paragraph: 

8  "(8)  the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and  infor- 

9  motional  value  to  the  recipient  of  mail  matter;  and" . 

10  Sec.  10.  Section  3626  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

11  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before  "If  the 

12  rates"  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

13  subsections: 

14  "(b)(1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'periodical 

15  publications ,  as  used  in  former  section  4351   of  this  title, 

16  includes  (A)   any  catalog  or  other  course  listing  issued  by 

17  any  institution  of  higher  education;  and  (B)  any  looseleaf 

18  page  or  report  (including  any  index,  instruction  for  filing, 

19  table,   or  sectional  identifier   which   is  an   integral  part  of 

20  such  report)  which  is  designed  for  inclusion  in  any  treatise 

21  or  compilation. 

22  "(2)   Any  material  described  in  paragraph   (1)   shall 

23  qualify  to  be  entered  and  mailed  as  second  class  mail   in 

24  accordance  with  former  section  4352  through  former  section 

25  4357  of  this  title. 
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1  "(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'institu- 

2  tion  of  higher  education,  has  tfa   meaning  given  it  by  section 

3  1201(a)  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C. 

4  1141(a)). 

5  "(c)   In  the  administration   of  this  section   a  committee 

6  qualified  for  tax  credit  contributions  under  section  41(c)(1) 

7  ((')   and  (D)   of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  shall  be  con- 

8  sidered    a    qualified    nonprofit    organization    under    former 

9  sections  4452(d)   and  4358 (f)(2)  of  this  title. 
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"(d)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  one  conserva- 
tion publication  published  by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is 
responsible  for  management  and  conservation  of  the  fish  or 
wildlife  resources  of  such  State  shall  be  considered  a  publica- 
tion of  a  qualified  nonprofit  organization  which  qualifies 
for  rates  of  postage  under  former  section  4358(d)  of  this 
title.". 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Chapter  4  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
sectionr. 
"§  413.  Reporting  requirements 

"(a)    The  Postal  Service   shall   keep   the   Postal   Bate 

Commission   fully  and  currently   informed   with    respect   to 

th  operation  of  th  Postal  Service.  The  Posted  Service  shall 

furnish  lo  the  Commission   information    with   respect  to — 

"(1)  internal  Postal  Service  management  matters; 
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1  "(2)  plans  and  policies  of  the  Postal  Service  with 

2  respect  to  proposed  changes  in  the  nature  of  postal  serv- 

3  ices;  and 

4  "(3)  evaluations  undertaken  by  or  at  the  direction 

5  of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the  operation   of 
q  the  Postal  Service. 

7  "(b)    The  Postal  Service  shall  furnish   to   the  Postal 

8  Rate   Commission  any  information  which   the   Commission 

9  considers  necessary  or  appropriate  for  the  effective  evalua- 

10  tion  of  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service.1*. 

11  (b)    The   table  of  sections  for  chapter  4   of  title  39, 

12  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

13  the  following  new  item: 

"413.  Reporting  requirements.". 

14  Sec.  12.   (a)  Subchapter  I  of  chapter  36  of  title  39, 

15  United  States  Code,  is  amended  hjj  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

16  the  following  new  section: 

17  "§  3605.  Review  and  hearings 

18  "(a)   The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  have  the  au- 

19  thority  to  initiate  reviews  and  hearings  with   respect  to  the 

20  activities  of  the  Board  of  Governors  and  the  Postal  Service 

21  under  this  chapter. 

22  "(b)  Any  hearing  initiated  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 

23  sion   under  this  section  shall  be  in   accordance   with  section 

24  3624(a)  of  this  title. 
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1  "(c)(1)   The  Postal  Rate  Commission  may  issue  sub- 

2  penas,  signed  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  to  compel 

3  the  production  of  evidence  and  the  testimony  of  witnesses 

4  with  respect  to  any  hearing  held  by  the  Commission  under 

5  this  chapter. 

6  "(2)    Any    appropriate    district    court    of    the    United 

7  States  may,  upon  petition  by  the  Commission,  in  case  of  re- 

8  fusal  to  obey  a  subpena  of  the   Commission    issued  under 

9  this  subsection,    issue   an    order   requiring   compliance    with 

10  such  subpena.  Any  failure  to  obey  such  order  may  be  punished 

11  by  such  district  court  as  a  contempt  thereof!'. 

l^  (b)    The  table  of  sections  for  subchapter  I  of  chapter 

13  36  of  title  39,   United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 

14  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 
"3605.  Review  and  hearings.''''. 

15  Sec.  13.  Section  3683  of  title  39,   United  States  Code, 

16  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before  "Notwith- 

17  standing   any  other  provision"    and   by   adding   at   the   end 

18  thereof  the  following  new  subsection  : 

19  "(b)  The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified  in  former  sec- 

20  Hon  4554(a)(1)    or  4554(b)(2)(A)    of   this   title,    when 

21  mailed  from  a  publisher  or  a  distributor  to  a  school,  college. 

22  university,  or  library,  shall  be  the  rate  currently  in  effect  for 

23  such   mail   matter    under   the   provisions    of   former   section 

24  4554(b)(1)  of  this  title r . 
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1  Sec.  14.  (a)  (1)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph 

2  (2),  the  United  States  Postal  Service  may,  after  making  a 

3  request  under  section  3622(a)    of  title  39,    United  States 

4  Code,  for  a  recommended  decision  on  changes  in  a  rate  or 

5  rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services,  place 

6  into  effect,  upon  10  days    notice  in  the  Federal  Register, 

7  temporary  changes  in  such  rates  or  fees.  Such  changes  shall 

8  be  placed  into  effect  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

9  subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  section  3641  of  such  title, 

10  as  amended  by  section  8  of  this  Act.   The  temporary  rates 

11  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not  exceed  120  percent  of  the 

12  rates  proposed  as  permanent  rates   by   the    United   States 

13  Postal  Service  in  its  request  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 

14  dated  September  25,   1973,   for   a   recommended  decision, 

15  bearing  Docket  Number  R74-1,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the 

16  provisions  of  section  3626  of  title  39,  United  States  Code. 

17  (2)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection 

18  shall  apply  only  to  the  first  request  described  in  paragraph 

19  (1)  made  by  the  Postal  Service  on  or  after  July  1,  1975. 

20  (b)    Except   as  provided   by   subsection    (a)(1),    any 

21  change  in  rates  or  fees  made  by  the  United  States  Postal 

22  Service  under  subsection  (a)  (1)  shall  be  made  without  regard 

23  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

24  Sec.  15.   (a)(1)   There  is  hereby  established  the  Com- 

25  mission  on  Postal  Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred 
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1  to  as  the  "Commission ') .  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 

2  of  five  members,  to  be  selected  as  follows : 

3  (A)  tiro  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 

4  States,  of  whom  one  shall  be  appointed  as  Chairman; 

5  (B)  one  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of 

6  the  Senate; 

7  (C)    one  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 

8  of  Representatives;  and 

9  (D)  one  appointed  by  the  Postmaster  General. 

10  (2)    The    members    of    the    Commission    shall    be    ap- 

11  pointed  within  30  days  following  the  date  of  the  enactment 

12  of  this  Act. 

13  (3)   Any  vacancy  in   the   Commission  shall  not  affect 

14  its  powers,   but  shall  be  filled  in   the  same  manner  as   the 

15  original  appointment. 

16  (b)(1)    The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study  the 

17  public  service  aspects  of  the    United  States  Postal  Service 

18  and  shall  recommend  to  what  extent  and  by  what  means  such 

19  aspects   may   be  defined  and  costs   thereof   reasonably  esti- 

20  mated.  The  Commission  shall  also  identify,  insofar  as  prac- 

21  ticable,  any  difference  between — 

22  (A)  the  costs  that  the  Postal  Service  should  reason- 
ed ably  be  expected  to  incur  in  providing  postal  services  in 

24  accordance  with  the  policies  of  title  39,    United  States 

25  .    Code;  and 
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-  (B)  the  revenues  that  the  Postal  Service  may  reeison- 

2  ably  be  expected  to  receive  from  rates  and  fees  for  postal 

o  services,  with  due  consideration  that  demands  for  postal 

a  services  may  be  reflected  by  changes  in  the  levels  of  such 

c  rates  and  fees. 

q  (2)  The  Commission  shall  determine  the  extent  to  which 

rj     the  public  service  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service  shall  he  sup- 

g     ported  by  appropriations.  The  Commission  shall  recommend 

a     such  a  plan  with  due  consideration  being  given  to — 

-LQ  (A)   the  economic  and  social  benefits  of  the  postal 

-q  system  to  the  user  and  recipient  of  the  mail; 

•^2  (B)  the  relative  economic  ability  of  the  users  of  vari- 

13  ous  classes  of  mail  to  absorb  the  costs  of  the  postal  system; 

14  (C)   the  extent  to  winch  the  costs  of  maintaining  a 

15  system    which    would    provide    a    reasonable    degree    of 

16  regular  postal  services  to  the  entire  public  without  regard 

17  to  individual  usage,  and  the  degree  to  which  such  costs 

18  should  be  borne  by  the  public  generally  rather  than  by 

19  mail  users  in  particular; 

20  (D)  the  relative  economic  and  social  bent  fits  of  other 

21  uses  of  private  and  public  funds;  and 

22  (E)  the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for  adequate  and 

23  dependable  funding   and  for  systematic  planning   and 

24  fatemaking   to  provide   efficient   and  economical   postal 
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1  services    in    accordance    with    the    policies    of    title   39, 

2  United  States  Code. 

3  (c)(1)    The    Commission    shall   study   thi    ratemaJdng 

4  procedures  established  under  titU    39,    United  States  Code, 

5  particularly  flu   junctions  and  responsibilities  of  the  Postal 
q  lint.    Commission,   and  shall  develop   recommendations  for 

7  more  expeditious  and  economical  procedures  that  are  respon- 

8  sive  to  the  needs  of  the  Postal  Servia  and  th  public.  If  the 

9  Commission    recommends   the   abolition    of   the   Postal   EaU 

10  Commission,    the    Commission    shall    further    recommend    a 

11  method  of  assuring  that  changes  in  postal  rates  shall  be  re- 

12  viewed  independently  outside  tin    postal  Service.   Th    Com- 

13  mission  shall  consider  a  system  in  wMeh  changes  in  posted 

14  rates  shall   not   trend   changes   in    consumer   prices    unless 

15  greater  changes  an   approved  by  "  body  independent  of  the 

16  Postal  Service. 

17  (2)    In    reviewing  postal   ratemaking   procedures   pur- 

18  suant  to  paragraph   (1)   of  this  subsection,  the  Commission 

19  shall  study  the  reasonableness  and  adequacy  of  the  ratemak- 

20  ing   criteria    established   by   section    3022(b)    of    title    39, 

21  United  Stat  is  ('ode.  Thi  stud'/  shall  address  th  desirability 

22  of  a  statutory  requirement  that  cost  attributions  to  particular 

23  classes  of  mail  or  tapes  of  mail  service  shall  be  based  on  the 

24  proportionate  variability  of  mail  volume. 
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-j  (d)   The  Commission  shall  study  the  causes  of  the  in- 

o  creases  in  postal  costs  that  have  occurred  since  the  enact- 

3  ment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act.    The   Commission 

4  shall  consider  and  report  on  the  desirability  of  instituting 

5  additional  statutory  or  administrative  systems  for  reviewing 
q  and  controlling  postal  costs  or  of  changing  the  system  cur- 
rj  rently  established  under  title  39,  United  States  Code. 

g  (e)  (1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  its  functions  under 

9  this  section,  the  Commission  may  sit  and  act  at  such  times 

10  and  places  and  receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as  it  con- 

11  siders  advisable. 

12  (2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly  from  any  de- 

13  partment  or  agency  of  the  United  States  information  and  as- 

14  sistance  necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section. 

15  Each  department  or  agency  is  authorized  and  directed,  to  the 

16  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within  the  limits  of  available 

17  funds,  to  furnish  information  and  assistance   to   the   Com- 

18  mission. 

19  (3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commission,  any  mem- 

20  ber  or  agent  of  the  Commission  may  take  any  action  wliich 

21  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

22  (4)   All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences,  or  other  pro- 

23  ceedings  of  the  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the  chairmen 

24  of    the    appropriate    committees    of    the    Congress    or    their 
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1  designees  and  reasonable  notice  of  such  meetings  or  hearings 

2  shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their  designees. 

3  (f)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  members 

4  of  the  Commission   each   shall   receive  as  compensation   the 

5  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for 

6  grade  GS-18  for  each  dag    (including  traveltime)    during 

7  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  duties 

8  vested  in  the  Commission. 

9  (2)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  full-time  officers 

10  or  employees  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no  additional 

11  pay  on  account  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

12  (3)   While  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 

13  business  in  the  performance  of  service  for  the  Commission, 

14  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 

15  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner 

16  as  persons  employed  intermittently  in  the  Government  service 

17  are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703(b)  of  title  5,  United 

18  States  Code, 

19  (g)   The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the  compen- 

20  sation  of  such  personnel  as  it  considers  advisable   without 

21  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  gov- 

22  erning   appointments   in    the   competitive   service,    and   such 

23  personnel  may  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 

24  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title 
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1  relating  to  classification  and  General  Schedule  pay   rates, 

2  but  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by 

3  the  General  Schedule.    The   Commission    may   proeurt    tfa 

4  services  of  experts  and  consultants  in  accordance   with   sec- 

5  tion  3109  of  title  5,   United  States   Code,   hut  at   rates  for 

6  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual 

7  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate  author,:*  I 

8  by  the  General  Schedule. 

9  (h)(1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  President 

10  and  to  each  House  of  the  Congress  detailed  interim  progress 

11  reports  four  times  annually,  and  a  final  report  containing  a 

12  detailed  statement  of  its  findings  and  recommendations,  to- 

13  gether  with  any  individual  views,  within  two  years  after  the 

14  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

15  (2)    The   Commission  shall  not   be   required   to   obtain 

16  the  clearance  of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal 
IT     of  its  report. 

18  ({)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist  sixty  days  >      r 

19  the  transmission  of  its  report  under  subsection    (h)   and  all 
2"     offices  and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 

(j)  There  is  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  Postal 
22  Service  Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  without  fiscal  year  limitation,  nick 
sums  as  may  be  necessarj/  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Commission  shall  be  pa 
out  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 
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94th  Congress  )    HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES   j  Report 

1st  Session       f  1     No.  94-391 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1975 


July  24,  1975. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  TTaxley,  from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
submitted  the  following 

REPOET 

.  together  with 
INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  8603] 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  whom  was  re- 
ferred the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial  matters  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses, having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  an 
amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  to  pass. 

Amendment 

The  amendment  strikes  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts 
in  lieu  thereof  a  substitute  text  which  appears  in  italic  type  in  the 
reported  bill. 

Explanation  of  Amendment 

The  amendment  proposed  by  the  Committee  strikes  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  the  substitute  text,  which  is 
contained  in  italic  type  in  the  reported  bill.  The  explanation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  amendment  is  contained  in  the  explanation  of  the  bill 
set  forth  hereinafter  in  this  report. 

Purposes 

The  major  purposes  of  H.R.  8603  are  as  follows — 

To  provide  authorization  for  increased  appropriations  through  Fis- 
cal Year  1979  to  reimburse  the  Postal  Service  for  public  service  costs. 

To  authorize,  on  a  one-time  basis,  the  immediate  implementation  of 
a  limited  temporary  postal  rate  increase. 
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To  revamp  Postal  Rate  Commission  procedures  in  order  to  expedite 
postal  rate  and  classification  cases. 

To  establish  a  study  commission  to  report  on  matters  relating  to  the 
Postal  Service  concerning  public  service  and  costs,  rate  making  pro- 
cedures, allocations  of  costs  among  the  various  classes  of  mail,  and  over- 
sight systems  for  controlling  postal  costs. 

Committee   Actiox 

The  Postal  Service  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  held  seven  days  of  hearings  on  H.R.  15511  during 
the  93rd  Congress  (Hearing  Xo.  93-53).  H.R.  15511  dealt  with  the 
major  issues  encompassed  in  H.R.  8603  relating  to  authorization  for 
increased  appropriations  and  Postal  Rate  Commission  procedures. 
Based  on  these  hearings,  a  new  bill  was  drafted  and  introduced  as 
H.R.  2445  in  the  94th  Congress.  Additionally,  the  Subcommittee  held 
five  days  of  hearings  on  H.R.  2445  during  February  and  March  (Hear- 
ing Xo.  94-4). 

On  July  11,  1975,  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal  Service  adopted 
several  amendments  to  H.R.  2445  and,  by  voice  vote,  ordered  reported 
a  clean  bill   (H.R.  8603)   incorporating  these  amendments. 

On  July  23,  1975,  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
ordered  H.R.  8603  reported,  as  amended,  by  a  unanimous  voice  vote. 

Statement 

background 

Enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970  was  prompted 
by  the  need  for  sweeping  reforms  in  postal  policies,  operations  and 
rates.  The  law  was  unquestionably  the  most  important  and  far  reach- 
ing postal  legislation  ever  considered  by  the  Congress.  It  was  uni- 
versally felt  that  enactment  of  this  legislation  would  cure  the  many 
ills  that  beset  the  former  Post  Office  Department  so  that  postal  services 
could  keep  pace  with  the  other  advances  in  the  nation. 

The  Committee,  in  exercising  its  oversight  functions,  determined 
that  the  newly  created  United  States  Postal  Service  should  have  a 
reasonable  time  to  implement  the  reforms  embodied  in  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act.  The  United  States  Postal  Service  commenced  opera- 
tions on  July  1,  1971,  and  for  the  most  part,  until  1973,  the  Committee 
took  the  view  that  the  Postal  Service  should  be  allowed  to  operate  in- 
dependently, without  congressional  interference,  fully  expecting  the 
apparent  deficiencies  to  be  corrected  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time.  In  1973,  it  became  obvious  to  the  Committee  that  the  great  ex- 
pectations which  resulted  from  the  enactment  of  postal  reform  were 
in  need  of  corrective  action  by  legislation. 

The  two  subcommittees  with  oversight  functions  over  the  Postal 
Service  as  well  as  our  former  Investigations  Subcommittee  undertook 
vigorous  oversight  hearings  beginning  during  the  93d  Congress  in 
order  to  determine  the  root  of  the  problem.  It  was  clear  to  the  Com- 
mittee and  its  subcommittees  that  the  break  even  concept  embodied  in 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  compelled  the  Postal  Service  to  look 
upon  itself  as  more  of  a  business  than  a  public  service.  It  also  became 
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obvious  that  the  rate  setting  mechanisms  established  under  the  act 
were  not  functioning  as  originally  intended. 

Although  the  Postmaster  General  in  1973  announced  that  the  Postal 
Service  had  turned  the  corner  and  was  well  on  the  way  to  self- 
sufficiency,  the  Committee  perceived  clear  indications  that  the  situa- 
tion was  worsening.  Events  since  that  time  have  proven  that  the  Com- 
mittee's assessment  was  correct. 

In  1974,  the  Postal  Service  loss  after  having  received  some  $1.7  bil- 
lion in  appropriations,  was  $448  million.  During  the  past  fiscal  year, 
the  loss  almost  doubled  to  an  alarming  $850  million.  The  projected 
loss  for  fiscal  year  1976  is  estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  $1.6  billion. 

This  dire  financial  condition  required  the  Postal  Service  to  exercise 
its  borrowing  authority  under  the  act  to  cover  its  operating  costs.  It  is 
anticipated  that  by  September  of  this  year,  the  Postal  Service  will 
have  borrowed  a  total  of  $1.5  billion  to  cover  only  operating  expenses. 
Although  the  Postal  Service  has  reflected  a  new  attitude  relating  to 
public  service  and  has  attempted  to  be  more  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
the  American  public,  the  financial  crisis  has  taken  its  toll  in  this 
regard. 

If  the  postal  laws  are  to  remain  unchanged,  the  financial  crisis  faced 
by  the  Postal  Service  may  result  in  unpaid  bills,  unmet  payrolls,  and 
radical  cuts  in  service  within  the  next  six  months.  The  Committee  con- 
cludes that  the  major  reasons  for  this  crisis  emanates  from  an  intoler- 
able turn  over  within  the  top  management  in  the  Postal  Service,  as 
well  as  inefficiencies,  failure  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to  act 
expeditiously  on  rate  cases,  a  severe  inflationary  impact  which  appears 
to  have  effected  the  Postal  Service  more  disastrously  than  most  other 
segments  of  our  economy,  and  the  public  service  nature  of  the  Postal 
Service  which  obviously  prevents  it  from  reacting  as  a  normal  business 
would  during  times  of  financial  crisis. 

H.R.  8603  addresses  itself  to  these  problems  and.  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Committee,  would  provide  the  needed  impetus  and  resources  for 
the  Postal  Service  to  correct  many  of  its  shortcomings,  as  well  as  de- 
ficiencies in  the  law,  thus  enabling  the  Postal  Service  to  fulfill  its 
responsibility  in  continuing  its  vast  communications  network,  so  essen- 
tial to  the  commercial,  cultural,  and  social  life  of  the  country. 

Summary  of  the  Bill 
appropriation  for  public  service 

The  bill  would  provide  a  new  formula  for  computing  a  public  serv- 
ice appropriation  authorization  through  fiscal  year  1979.  The  formula 
would  result  in  an  authorization  of  $1.7  billion  for  fiscal  year  1976. 
Currently,  the  law  authorizes  $920  million  annually  (based  on  10% 
of  the  1971  appropriation  to  the  former  Post  Office  Department). 

The  bill  does  not  alter  the  formula  used  in  determining  appropria- 
tions for  revenue  foregone  under  39  U.S.C.  2401  (c) . 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  current  statutory  formula 
for  public  service  is  arbitrary  and  bears  no  known  relationship  to  the 
actual  costs  the  Postal  Service  incurs  in  providing  its  public  service 
in  compliance  with  the  postal  policv  under  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970.  * 
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We  recall  that  the  Postmaster  General  in  1969,  vehemently  opposed 
any  appropriation  for  this  purpose.  The  Congress,  on  the  other  hand, 
recognized  the  public  service  nature  of  the  Postal  Service  and  insisted 
that  some  appropriations  for  this  purpose  were  necessary.  The  Com- 
mittee has  concluded  the  figure  finally  decided  upon  has  proved  to 
be  insufficient. 

It  should  be  noted  that  existing  law  provides  for  additional  public 
service  appropriations  beyond  1979  on  a  declining  basis  until  1984, 
when  the  level  reaches  $460  million  annually. 

H.R.  8603  eliminates  the  above  formula  and  replaces  it  with  an 
authorization  for  appropriation  equal  to  $35  for  each  delivery  address. 
There  are  approximately  74  million  such  delivery  addresses,  resulting 
in  an  annual  authorization  of  approximately  $2.6  billion  in  public 
service  funding  for  a  net  increase  of  about  $1.7  billion  per  year  over 
current  levels.  The  amount  authorized  will  tend  to  increase  slightly 
over  the  four-year  period  since  the  Postal  Service  estimates  that  ap- 
proximately one  million  delivery  addresses  are  added  every  year. 

Thus,  H.R.  8603  would  provide  for  a  temporary  substantial  increase 
in  the  allowed  level  of  funding  from  the  general  treasury  to  the  Postal 
Service.  The  provision  authorizing  this  level  of  appropriations  for 
only  four  years  should  not  be  taken  to  imply  that  Congress  expects  or 
wishes  the  Postal  Service  to  be  on  a  pay  as  you  go  basis  by  1979.  The 
Committee  feels  strongly  that  periodic  authorizations  of  this  nature, 
as  opposed  to  permanent  authorizations,  are  important  tools  in  assist- 
ing the  Congress  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  postal 
operations.  Periodic  authorizations  will  give  Congress  a  greater  role 
in  determining  the  proper  direction  of  postal  policy  without  returning 
the  Postal  Service  to  the  immense  legislative  and  political  restrictions 
placed  on  its  predecessor  prior  to  1970. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  in  adopting  this  new  formula,  has  recog- 
nized that  the  question  of  what  public  service  is,  should  not  be  left  to 
determination  by  the  Postal  Service,  but  that  such  determination 
should  be  and  is  the  prerogative  of  the  Congress.  In  tieing  the  authori- 
zation to  the  delivery  of  mail,  the  bill  demonstrates  that  this  postal 
activity  is  an  element  of  public  service  which  must  be  adequately  pro- 
vided by  the  United  States  Postal  Service. 

Hence,  this  bill  spells  out  the  methods  of  delivery  which  the  Postal 
Service  must  maintain.  The  report  will  address  itself  to  this  question 
more  fully  later  in  this  report. 

Although  the  bill  ties  in  the  authorization  for  appropriation  to  the 
one  element  of  public  service,  the  Committee  wishes  to  make  clear, 
that  there  may  be  other  equally  important  elements  which  are  expen- 
sive, but  just  as  important  to  the  mission  of  the  Postal  Service. 

The  necessity  for  prompt  action  on  this  legislation  has  prompted 
the  Committee  to  refrain  from  an  attempt  to  identify  these  other  ele- 
ments and  thus  complete  its  task  in  this  regard.  Hence,  the  authoriza- 
tion ceases  after  1979,  during  which  time  the  Committee  will  consider 
all  aspect  of  public  service,  which  may  be  an  additional  basis  for  ap- 
propriations for  1980  and  beyond. 

In  addition,  the  legislation  proposes  to  establish  a  Commission  on 
the  Postal  Service  which  will  report  to  the  Congress,  within  two  years 
of  the  enactment  of  this  bill,  on  the  question  of  identifying  public 
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service  and  costs  resulting  therefrom,  as  well  as  three  other  postal  re- 
lated matters.  Hereinafter  in  this  report,  the  make-up  and  function  of 
this  Commission  will  be  discussed  in  detail. 

DELIVERY    REQUIREMENTS 

The  Postal  Service  has  recently  established  a  policy  that  almost  no 
new  residential  developments  are  eligible  to  receive  door-to-door  de- 
livery. The  new  regulations  for  postal  delivery  services  encompass  the 
following : 

(1)  The  Regional  Postmaster  has  the  sole  discretion  to  extend 
door-to-door  delivery  to  new  residential  areas. 

(2)  No  local  option  is  provided  for  door-to-door  delivery  in 
new  areas. 

(3)  In  new  residential  housing  areas,  the  delivery  options  open 
to  the  local  postmaster  are  limited  to:  curbline  or  clusterbox, 
within  300  feet  of  the  residence. 

(4)  In  new  mobile  home  parks  the  options  are  curbline,  cluster- 
box  or  delivery  to  the  management  for  further  distribution  by 
other  than  postal  employees. 

(5)  The  only  circumstances  under  which  door-to-door  delivery 
will  continue  are  for  residences  built  to  fill-in  an  area  already 
receiving  door  delivery  and  extreme  hardship  cases  approved 
by  the  Regional  Postmaster  General. 

(6)  Where  municipal  or  county  ordinances  prohibit  curb- 
line  delivery,  the  only  no  cost  options  are  clusterbox  delivery, 
general  delivery  or  no  service  at  all. 

In  many  new  areas,  curbline  boxes  are  prohibited  by  local  ordinance, 
thus  under  the  regulations  they  will  be  served  only  by  clusterboxes. 

The  Committee  concludes  that  the  alternatives  provided  by  these 
regulations  are  not  acceptable. 

Therefore,  H.R.  8603  establishes  certain  standards  of  delivery,  pro- 
vided the  Congress  appropriates  the  full  amount  authorized  for  pub- 
lic service  appropriations,  and  involves  local  jurisdictions  in  some  of 
the  decisions  regarding  adequate  mail  delivery. 

The  bill  requires  the  Postal  Service  to  provide  door-to-door  delivery 
or  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  entitled  to 
city  delivery.  The  Postal  Service's  option  to  provide  curbline  delivery 
in  these  cases  would  be  denied  in  any  case  in  which  the  appropriate 
unit  of  local  government  has  adopted  a  zoning  ordinance  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  public  safety  prohibiting  such  structures  on  the  property 
adjacent  to  the  curbline. 

Clusterbox  delivery  could  be  provided  by  the  Postal  Service  only 
if  the  appropriate  local  governing  body  approves  it. 

The  thrust  of  the  language  is  to  guarantee  a  high  level  of  delivery 
service  to  the  public  and  to  give  local  governments  a  voice  in  Postal 
Service  decisions  which  affect  the  quality  of  local  service. 

PARCEL  POST 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act,  each  regu- 
lar class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail  service,  including  parcel  post,  is  re- 
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quired  to  pay  rates  which  cover  those  direct  and  indirect  costs  attrib- 
utable to  such  class  plus  a  portion  of  all  other  postal  costs  reasonably 
assignable  to  such  class  or  type.  The  public  service  appropriation  has 
been  used  by  the  Postal  Service  to  reduce  the  overall  revenue  require- 
ment and  thereby  reduce  rates  to  some  extent  for  all  classes.  Although 
parcel  post  shares  in  this  systemwide  benefit,  it  does  not  receive  the 
benefit  of  any  funds  appropriated  under  39  U.S.C.  2401  (c)  for  revenue 
forgone. 

H.R.  8603  amends  section  2401(b)  by  adding  a  new  paragraph  (3) 
designed  to  leave  intact  the  policy  that  parcel  post  shall  share  in  the 
systemwide  benefit  resulting  from  public  service  appropriations,  but 
at  approximately  the  same  level  as  parcel  post  presently  benefits  from 
that  policy.  This  is  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  prohibiting  a 
reduction  of  more  than  10%  in  the  parcel  post  rates  which  are  estab- 
lished from  those  rates  which  would  be  established  had  the  funds 
authorized  under  the  new  section  2401(b)  (1)  not  been  appropriated. 

The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  to  allow  parcel  post  rates  to  benefit 
in  some  limited  degree  by  the  appropriation  to  reimburse  the  Postal 
Service  for  public  service  costs. 

The  Committee  intends  by  this  legislation  to  clearly  define  this 
limited  benefit  so  that  the  rates  for  this  zone  rated  mail  matter  cannot 
be  reduced  by  more  than  10%  of  what  they  would  have  been  were  it 
not  for  the  public  service  appropriations. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  limited  benefit  is  both 
fair  to  postal  patrons  who  utilize  parcel  post  and  to  those  private 
enterprises  who  compete  with  the  Postal  Service  in  this  regard. 

MISCELLANEOUS    POSTAL    RATE    COMMISSION    PROVISIONS 

H.R.  8603  contains  three  major  revisions  of  existing  law  which 
relate  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

Existing  law  empowers  the  President  to  appoint  the  five  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  without  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate.  The  bill  would  require  Senate  confirmation  of  the 
Commissioners,  except  that  those  Commissioners  currently  holding 
office  would  not  be  subject  to  Senate  confirmation  for  their  present 
terms. 

Currently,  section  3601  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  requires  that 
Postal  Rate  Commissioners  be  appointed  on  the  basis  of  professional 
qualifications.  The  intent  was  to  have  a  Commission  consisting  of 
experts  in  those  fields  related  to  postal  and  rate  mattei-s.  Unfortu- 
nately, most  appointees  to  the  Commission  have  not  fulfilled  these 
expectations,  however  excellent  they  may  have  been  in  their  former 
positions.  Senate  confirmation  would  help  assure  appointment  of  the 
most  qualified  people  and  would  also  place  Postal  Rate  Commissioners 
in  the  same  status  as  members  of  other  regulatory  bodies,  most  of 
whom  are  appointed  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

H.R.  8603  also  contains  a  provision  requiring  the  annual  election  of 
a  Vice  Chairman,  by  the  Commission,  who  would  act  as  Chairman  in 
the  absence  of  the  Chairman  or  when  there  is  a  vacancy  in  that 
position. 

In  1973,  the  chairmanship  of  the  Commission  was  vacant  for  a  total 
of  five  and  one-half  months.  A  Commissioner  was  designated  Vice 
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Chairman  on  a  week-to-week  basis.  As  a  result,  the  Commission  was 
left  without  substantial  leadership  for  much  of  the  year. 

Although  the  Commission  has  the  inherent  authority  to  elect  a  Vice 
Chairman  to  serve  for  longer  periods,  it  has  chosen  not  to  do  so  until 
most  recently.  The  Committee  feels  that  the  function  of  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  in  the  setting  of  postal  rates  is  too  important  a  func- 
tion to  be  left  without  strong  leadership  on  its  part.  This  provision 
would  help  accomplish  this  end. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  if  a  sitting  Commissioner  is  not  reap- 
pointed, he  or  she  may  continue  to  sit  until  a  successor  has  been  ap- 
pointed. Current  law  provides  that  a  Commissioner  who  is  not  reap- 
pointed must  step  down  at  the  end  of  his  appointment.  In  one  case, 
the  seat  remained  vacant  for  several  months,  thus  severely  hampering 
the  work  of  the  Commission.  This  provision  would  help  in  keeping 
the  Commission  up  to  strength  and  encourage  more  rapid  decisions  on 
appointments  than  has  been  the  case  to  date. 

H.R.  8603  would  increase  the  authority  of  the  Chairman  to  admin- 
ister and  assign  the  work  of  the  Commission  to  the  other  Commission- 
ers and  their  employees.  The  interpretation  placed  on  existing  law  de- 
nying the  Chairman  this  authority  has  prompted  the  Committee  to 
act  in  this  regard. 

The  result  of  this  interpretation  has  been  that  many  decisions  which 
are  administrative  in  nature,  such  as  the  hiring  of  employees,  the  as- 
signment of  work  and  even  simple  items  such  as  letters  and  announce- 
ments, are  decided  upon  by  the  Commission  as  a  whole.  Such  action  has 
led  to  inefficiency  and  unnecessary  delays  in  administrative  actions. 
This  provision  would  in  no  way  ari'ect  the  power  of  the  Commissioners 
to  vote  or  make  decisions  on  pending  or  future  cases  requiring  a  ma- 
jority vote  of  the  Commission,  such  as  in  rate  and  classification  cases. 

The  bill  would  also  remove  the  budget  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion from  any  connection  with  or  controls  by  the  Postal  Service.  Under 
existing  law,  the  Commission  is  required  annually  to  present  its  pro- 
posed budget  to  the  Postal  Service,  whose  Board  of  Governors  may, 
by  unanimous  vote,  alter  the  proposed  budget.  In  addition,  the  budget 
for  the  Commission  is  currently  funded  from  the  Postal  Service  fund. 

The  Postal  Rate  Commission  was  intended  as  an  independent  body 
which  is  supposed  to  regulate  certain  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service. 
The  fact  that  the  regulated  entity  is  able  to  control  the  funds  of  the 
regulator  is  most  unusual,  if  not  highly  contradictory.  While  the  Com- 
mittee has  no  evidence  or  heard  complaints  to  the  contrary,  the  poten- 
tial for  abuse  is  intended  to  be  removed  by  this  provision. 

Also,  the  regulatory  function  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  should 
more  properly  be  viewed  as  a  function  of  general  government  benefit- 
ing all  citizens.  There  is  no  apparent  reason  why  mail  users  should 
pay  for  such  regulation  through  postal  rates. 

SIMPLIFIED    POSTAL    RATE    COMMISSION    PROCEEDINGS 

H.R.  8603  would  simplify  Postal  Rate  Commission  procedures  by 
removing  the  requirements  under  existing  law  that  hearings  and  pro- 
ceedings held  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  be  conducted  as  adjudi- 
catory-type  hearings  under  Sections  556  and  557  of  title  5.  United 
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States  Code.  Instead,  the  Commission  would  be  required  to  hold  sim- 
pler, legislative-type  hearings. 

Since  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  was  established,  much  concern 
has  been  expressed  over  the  inability  of  the  Commission  to  act  expedi- 
tiously on  rate  and  classification  cases  pending  before  it.  The  first  rate 
case  took  17  months  to  complete  and  the  second,  the  current  rate  case, 
has  been  pending  since  September  25,  1973.  Another  concern  has  been 
the  extremely  high  cost  to  mail  users  for  effective  intervention  in  rate 
cases.  Estimates  as  to  the  accumulated  costs  for  intervenors  run  into 
the  millions  of  dollars. 

A  substantial  reason  for  the  length  and  cost  of  cases  is  the  fact  that 
adjudicatory-type  hearings,  designed  to  settle  specific  questions  of 
fact,  are  required.  Given  the  great  complexity  of  postal  rate  cases,  long 
and  costly  hearings  appear  to  be  inevitable  under  such  procedures. 
While  the  procedures  are  critical  in  certain  types  of  rate  cases,  the 
Committee  has  concluded  that  the  hearing  procedures  required  by 
Sections  556  and  557  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  are  not  necessary 
for  the  setting  of  postal  rates,  the  establishment  of  classification  sched- 
ules, consideration  of  changes  in  postal  services  or  the  hearing  of  rate 
and  service  complaints. 

There  is  little  disagreement  over  the  inapplicability  of  these  pro- 
cedures for  the  latter  two  types  of  cases.  Some  disagreement  has  been 
expressed  about  the  desirability  or  applicability  of  legislative-type 
hearings  for  postal  rate  cases  and  classification  case. 

The  Administrative  Conference  of  the  United  States,  however. 
agrees  with  the  provisions  in  H.R.  8603  in  this  regard,  and  outlines 
its  position  with  which  the  Committee  agrees. 

In  a  letter  to  Chairman  Henderson,  Robert  A.  Anthony.  Chairman 
of  the  Administrative  Conference  of  the  United  States,  states  in  part : 

Trial-type  procedures  have  customarily  been  required  for 
certain  kinds  of  ratemakino-.  and  where  the  focus  of  the  rate- 
making  proceeding  is  on  fixing  a  fair  return  to  a  regulated 
enterprise  based  on  the  value  of  its  property,  see.  e.£..  Federal 
Power  Comm.  v.  Hope  Natural  Gas  Company.,  320  U.S.  591 
(1944).  such  procedures  are  appropriate  and  perhaps  consti- 
tutionally necessary.  But  from  the  magnitude  of  the  Postal 
Service's  operations  and  the  range  of  considerations  which 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  required  bv  Sections  3622  and 
3623  (title  39,  United  States  Code)  to  take  into  account  it  is 
evident  that  the  Commission  must  concern  itself  primarily 
with  matters  of  general  significance  to  the  Postal  Service  and 
to  its  customers,  the  economics  of  the  postal  system  as  a  whole 
and  the  effects  of  particular  proposals  on  classes  of  mail  users. 
Therefore,  the  proceedings  before  the  Commission  are  likely 
to  involve  questions  of  policy  and  questions  of  legislative 
rather  than  adjudicative  fact.  See  Association  of  American 
Publishers  v.  Governors  of  th*  Ignited  States  Postal  Service, 
483  F.  2d  768,  773-75  (B.C.  Civ.  1973).  For  the  resolution  of 
such  question  formal  trial-type  procedures  are  seldom 
appropriate. 

Adoption  of  simpler  procedures,  therefore,  would  greatly  reduce 
the  length  of  proceedings  before  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  would 
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allow  intervenors  without  vast  resources  to  have  more  effective  repre- 
sentation before  the  Commission,  and  would  considerably  cut  costs 
to  mail  users  without  substantially  reducing  anyone's  right  to  be 
heard. 

TEMPORARY  CHANGES   IN   RATES  OF  POSTAGE  AND  CLASSES  OF  MAIL 

Under  existing  law,  the  Postal  Service  is  granted  authority  to  estab- 
lish temporary  rates  if  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  has  not  rendered 
a  recommended  decision  within  90  days  after  it  receives  a  request  for 
a  recommended  decision  from  the  Postal  Service.  Increases  reflected  in 
such  temporary  rates  may  not  exceed  one-third  of  the  permanent  rates 
then  in  effect.  The  Postal  Service  is  also  empowered  to  place  tempo- 
rary mail  classifications  into  effect  if  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
has  not  completed  action  within  90  days  after  it  receives  a  request  to 
do  so.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  provision  regarding  establishment 
of  temporary  classes  of  mail  does  not  apply  to  the  first  mail  classifica- 
tion case  filed  under  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act.  This  matter  has 
now  been  pending  before  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  for  more  than 
three  years. 

One  criticism  of  the  current  provisions  regarding  temporary  rates 
is  that  it  gives  the  Postal  Service  too  much  control  over  the  rate  proc- 
ess. Given  the  Postal  Rate  Commission's  relative  slowness  in  deciding 
rate  cases,  temporary  rates  established  by  the  Postal  Service  have  been 
in  effect  for  longer  periods  of  time  since  1971  than  permanent  rates 
which  have  resulted  from  Postal  Rate  Commission  actions..  Be  that 
as  it  may,  some  temporary  rate  mechanism  is  necessary  to  protect  the 
Postal  Service  revenue  which  could  suffer  from  protracted  proceedings. 

In  view  of  the  new  procedures  which  would  be  imposed  on  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission,  a  new  temporary  rate  and  classification  mechanism 
appears  to  be  appropriate. 

H.R.  8603  accomplishes  this  purpose  by  completely  rewriting  the 
provisions  relating  to  the  establishment  of  temporary  rates  and  classes 
of  mail  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service. 

H.R.  8603  would  require  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to  render  a 
recommended  decision  within  10  months  after  it  has  received  a  request 
for  changes  in  rates  or  mail  classification  from  the  Postal  Service.  The 
ten-month  period  could  be  extended  by  one  day  for  each  day  the  Com- 
mission determined  the  Postal  Service  had  delayed  proceedings.  This 
provision  is  designed  to  prevent  the  Postal  Service  from  being  inten- 
tionally dilatory  in  responding  to  Commission  requests  for  data  and 
the  like. 

If  the  Commission  did  not  act  within  10  months,  the  Postal  Service 
could  then  place  temporary  rates  into  effect,  not  to  exceed  the  perma- 
nent rates  requested.  These  temporary  rates  could  remain  in  effect  for 
150  days  after  the  Commission  submitted  its  recommended  decision. 

In  classification  cases,  the  recommended  changes  in  classification 
would  be  placed  into  effect  by  the  Postal  Service  on  a  temporary  basis, 
after  the  ten-month  period  had  elapsed. 

Since  its  authority  to  establish  temporary  rates  would  occur  near 
the  completion  of  a  rate  case,  rather  than  near  its  inception,  the  Postal 
Service  would  be  less  apt  to  control  the  rate  structure  and  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  would  have  added  incentive  to  complete  its  work  in 
a  timely  fashion. 
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SECOND    MAILING    PRIVILEGES 


College  catalogs  and  looseleaf  services 

H.R.  8603  would  insure  continuation  of  second  class  mailing  privi- 
leges to  college  catalogs  and  bulletins  and  looseleaf  publications. 

College  bulletins  and  catalogs  and  looseleaf  publications  have  been 
routinely  admitted  to  second  class  for  many  years.  In  a  reversal  of 
long  accepted  policy,  however,  the  Postal  Service  has  begun  adminis- 
trative proceedings  to  revoke  these  privileges  because  college  bulletins 
and  catalogs  and  k>oseleaf  publications,  it  claims,  are  not  "newspapers 
and  other  periodical  publications  within  the  meaning  of  the  law." 

In  the  case  of  college  bulletins  and  catalogs,  this  already  has  resulted 
in  initial  administrative  decisions  revoking  the  second-class  privileges 
of  several  publications  admitted  to  second-class  mail  as  long  ago  as 
1904.  In  addition,  more  than  50  looseleaf  publications,  many  of  which 
have  been  admitted  to  second-class  mail  for  20  years  or  more,  are  also 
threatened  with  the  loss  of  the  privilege. 

College  bulletins  and  catalogs  are  a  public  service.  They  provide 
current  information  to  faculty,  students,  and  prospective  students  con- 
cerning the  programs  offered  by  colleges  and  universities.  The  revoca- 
tion of  these  privileges  would  deny  the  speed,  reliability  and  economy 
of  second-class  mail  to  institutions  that  must  widely  distribute  in- 
formation concerning  their  programs  but  cannot  afford  the  higher 
costs  of  first-class  distribution. 

Looseleaf  publications  provide  current  news  concerning  develop- 
ments in  the  law  and  public  policy  to  specialists  who  must  be  currently 
informed  on  the  latest  developments  in  areas  of  developing  regulation. 
Foremost  in  this  category  are  educators.  These  services  are  a  most  im* 
portant  element  in  the  circulation  to  the  public  of  information  about 
our  laws  and  governmental  policies.  Colleges,  universities,  public 
libraries,  and  many  other  publicly  supported  institutions  are  among 
the  major  subscribers  to  these  publications.  As  one  expert  in  library 
science  has  put  it,  looseleaf  publications  are  "a  must"  for  any  respect- 
able law  library.  Another  major  classification  of  subscribers  to  these 
services  are  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  organizations  and 
agencies. 

The  importance  of  these  publications  in  providing  current  news  to 
the  public  concerning  developments  in  the  law  and  government  policy 
was  recognized  by  the  Congress  last  year  during  its  consideration  of 
the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  amendments.  That  act  required  Fed- 
eral agencies  to  public  indexes  of  statements  of  policy  and  opinions 
and  orders  made  in  the  adjudication  of  cases.  The  Department  of  Jus- 
tice in  commenting  on  the  bill,  noted  that  some  looseleaf  publications 
provided  the  same  service  and  to  require  the  Government  to  do  so  as 
well,  "would  be  an  inefficient  and  expensive  duplication  of  function." 
The  Congress  accepted  the  Department's  comments,  specifically  recog- 
nized the  role  of  looseleaf  publications  in  carrying  out  the  aims  of  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Act,  and  concluded  that :  "Where  agency  in- 
dexes are  now  published  by  commercial  firms  .  .  .  such  publication 
would  satisfy  the  requirement  of  this  amendment  ..." 

The  revocation  of  second-class  mailing  privileges  of  looseleaf  publi- 
cations would  have  a  severe  impact  upon  the  dissemination  of  im- 
portant and  vital  information  concerning  governmental  activities  and 
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affairs.  The  very  reason  of  the  existence  of  these  periodicals  is  the 
delivery  of  the  most  current  information  available.  Frequently,  the 
looseleaf  publications  are  the  first  and  often  they  are  the  only  source  of 
reliable  information  about  changes  in  the  law  and  regulations  and 
policies  by  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments.  To  meet  this  need, 
issues  of  the  looseleaf  services  are  often  published  on  a  weekly  basis  and 
special  additional  bulletins  are  not  infrequent.  If  issues  of  the  looseleaf 
publications  were  sent  as  third-  or  fourth-class  mail — with  its  slower 
and  less  reliable  services — the  value  of  looseleaf  publications  as  a  serv- 
ice of  important  and  current  information  will  be  impaired  if  not  de- 
stroyed entirely. 

The  language  concerning  college  catalogs  and  looseleaf  publications 
is  similar  to  that  contained  in  H.R.  7735  sponsored  by  Representative 
William  D.  Ford. 

State  conservation  magazines 

H.R.  8603  also  allows  magazines  published  by  State  conservation 
agencies  to  be  mailed  at  second-class  nonprofit  rates.  Under  existing 
law.  State  conservation  magazines  are  mailed  at  the  same  rate  utilized 
by  commercial  magazines.  Unlike  their  commercial  counterparts,  how- 
ever, these  magazines  are,  almost  without  exception,  published  without 
the  benefit  of  advertising  revenue,  and  the  burden  of  postage  consti- 
tutes a  drain  on  the  fish  and  game  funds  of  States  which  represent 
revenues  derived  from  hunter's  and  angler's  license  sales. 

In  1951,  Congress  extended  preferred  rates  for  certain  second-class 
and  third-class  mail  when  mailed  by  qualified  nonprofit  organizations 
including  "religious,  educational,  scientific,  philanthropic,  agricul- 
tural labor,  veterans,  or  fraternal  organizations  not  organized  for  pro- 
fit." From  the  outset  the  Post  Office  Department  interpreted  this  pro- 
vision as  not  extending  the  special  rates  to  second-class  mail  sent  by 
governmental  bodies. 

In  1962,  Congress  amended  the  definition  of  "qualified  nonprofit 
organizations"  eligible  for  preferred  second-class  rates  to  include  "one 
publication  published  by  the  official  highway  agency  of  a  State." 

Again,  in  1967  Congress  amended  the  definition  of  "qualified  non- 
profit organization"  to  include  a  "development  agency  of  a  State.'' 

H.R.  8603  would  simply  amend  the  definition  of  "qualified  non- 
profit organization"  to  include  "one  conservation  publication  published 
by  an  aiencv  of  a  State  which  is  responsible  for  management  and  con- 
servation of  the  fish  or  wildlife  resources  of  such  State." 

National  and  State  -political  parties 

The  bill  would  also  permit  national  and  State  political  parties 
which  qualify  for  tax  credit  eligibility  under  Section  41  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  to  mail  under  second-  and  third-class  non- 
profit rates. 

The  Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1974  imposes  new  and  rela- 
tively severe  financial  responsibilities  on  national  and  State  political 
parties.  Under  the  law,  both  the  Democratic  and  Republican  National 
Committee  have  the  right  and  responsibility  to  spend  approximately 
$9  million  on  Federal  candidates  during  an  election  year.  Also,  State 
parties  can  spend  a  combined  total  of  $6  million  on  respective  Federal 
candidates.  These  are  the  only  organizations,  under  the  law,  which  can 
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spend  these  funds.  If  the  funds  are  not  available,  the  parties  will  be 
unable  to  fulfill  this  function.  The  new  funds  are  in  addition  to  cur- 
rent budgets,  thus  requiring  current  fund  raising  by  parties. 

The  law  also  imposes  strict  new  contribution  limitations.  Thus,  the 
major  parties  must  expand  their  bases  with  a  large  number  of  small 
contributors.  This  can  be  done  most  effectively  by  direct  mail,  but 
increased  postal  rates  for  third  class  mail  make  this  a  most  costly 
operation. 

Both  the  Democratic  and  Republican  National  Committees  have 
jointly  asked  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to  expand  the  nonprofit 
definition  to  include  political  parties.  The  Postal  Service  has  opposed 
this  application,  contending  that  such  action  is  more  properly  a  legis- 
lative function. 

In  1971,  H.R.  5095  was  introduced  to  achieve  that  objective.  The  bill 
did  not  receive  action  largely  because  of  the  difficulty  of  determining 
eligibility.  Since  that  time,  new  laws  regarding  tax  credits  for  con- 
tributions to  political  parties  have  established  a  clear  set  of  criteria 
for  eligibility.  This  legislation  would  apply  only  to  state  and  national 
parties. 

Enactment  of  H.R.  8603  would  strongly  support  the  ability  of  par- 
ties to  broaden  their  base  of  contributions  and  to  encourage  the  average 
citizen  to  play  a  greater  part  in  the  political  process. 

LIBRARY    RATE 

Section  13  amends  Section  3683  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  to 
permit  books,  when  mailed  by  a  publisher  or  distributor  to  a  school, 
college,  university  or  library,  to  be  entitled  to  the  library  rate. 

The  current  library  rate  does  not  apply  to  books  mailed  from  pub- 
lishers and  distributors  to  libraries,  schools,  colleges  and  universities, 
however  it  does  apply  to  books  mailed  between  libraries.  The  postal 
charges  are  paid  by  the  schools  and  libraries  either  as  part  of  the  basic 
price  or  as  a  surcharge  for  postage. 

The  current  book  rate  is  19  cents  for  the  first  pound  and  9  cents  for 
each  additional  pound.  The  current  library  rate  is  7  cents  for  the  first 
pound  and  3  cents  for  each  additional  pound. 

Libraries  and  schools  currently  receive  at  least  half  their  books  by 
mail.  As  a  result,  every  dollar  paid  for  book  postage  further  erodes 
library  and  school  budgets.  The  situation  is  worse  for  small  rural 
libraries  and  schools  which  receive  an  estimated  90  percent  of  their 
books  by  mail.  Under  this  amendment,  these  libraries  would  benefit 
from  the  lower  rate. 

The  potential  cost  of  applying  the  library  rate  to  this  situation  is 
considered  a  minor  item  in  postal  finances. 

REPORTING   REQUIREMENTS 

The  bill  would  amend  chapter  4  of  title  39  by  adding  a  new  section 
413  to  require  certain  reporting  requirements  to  be  carried  out  by  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  on  a  regular,  current  basis,  along  with 
whatever  further  information  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  deems  ap- 
propriate. Under  this  section,  the  Postal  Service  shall  furnish  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  information  with  respect  to — 
(1)  internal  Postal  Service  management  matters; 
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(2)  plans  and  policies  of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to 
proposed  changes  in  the  nature  of  postal  services;  and 

(3)  evaluations  undertaken  by  or  at  the  direction  of  the  Postal 
Service  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service. 

The  Postal  Service  is  also  required  to  provide  to  the  Commission 
any  information  which  the  Commission  considers  necessary  or  appro- 
priate for  the  effective  evaluation  of  the  operation  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

REVIEW    AND    HEARINGS 

H.K.  8603  amends  chapter  36  of  title  39  by  adding  a  new  section 
3605  dealing  with  the  authority  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to 
initiate  reviews  and  hearings. 

Under  this  section,  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  granted  author- 
ity to  initiate  reviews  and  hearings  with  respect  to  the  activities  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  and  the  Postal  Service.  The  Commission  is 
granted  the  authority  to  issue  subpenas,  signed  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Commission,  to  compel  the  production  of  evidence  and  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  with  respect  to  any  hearing  held  by  the  Commission 
under  its  authority.  This  subpena  power  is  enforceable  by  a  contempt 
citation  in  an  appropriate  district  court. 

COMMISSION    OX   POSTAL    SERVICE 

H.R.  8603  establishes  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service.  The  Com- 
mission will  consist  of  five  full-time  members,  selected  as  follows :  two 
appointed  by  the  President,  and  one  each  appointed  by  the  President 
pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, and  the  Postmaster  General. 

The  principal  function  of  the  Commission  will  be  to  examine  the 
public  service  aspects  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service.  The  Com- 
mission first  will  identify  and  define  the  elements  of  the  Postal  Service 
that  properly  can  be  regarded  as  public  service  responsibilities.  These 
responsibilities  are  imposed  by  law  on  the  Postal  Service.  After  iden- 
tifying these  public  service  elements  of  the  Postal  Service  operation, 
the  Commission  will  determine  the  cost  for  providing  these  public 
services  and  also  will  develop  guidelines  for  defining  and  estimating 
such  costs  in  the  future.  In  examining  the  public  service  aspects  of  the 
Postal  Service,  the  Commission  is  specifically  directed  to  identify  the 
estimated  deficit  resulting  from  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service 
in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act. 

The  Commission  also  will  study  the  extent  to  which  Congressional 
appropriations  shall  subsidize  the  public  service  aspects  of  the  Postal 
Service  and  recommend  a  detailed  plan  for  providing  such  a  subsidy. 
In  reaching  that  recommendation,  the  Commission  must  consider  the 
social  and  economic  benefits  of  the  postal  system  to  mail  users  and 
recipients  of  the  mail,  the  capacity  of  the  various  mail  users  to  absorb 
the  full  costs  of  the  postal  system,  the  extent  to  which  the  public  in 
general  should  pay  for  an  efficient  nationwide  postal  service,  the  rela- 
tive economic  and  social  benefits  of  other  uses  of  public  and  private 
funds,  and  the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for  adequate  and  dependable 
financing.  Consideration  of  these  five  factors  assures  that  the  Com- 
mission will  balance  the  needs  of  the  public,  the  mail  users,  and  the 
Postal  Service  in  recommending  an  adequate  subsidy  plan. 
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Examination  of  the  public  service  aspects  of  the  postal  service  and 
their  cost  and  evaluation  of  various  subsidy  plans  is  necessary  to  re- 
solve the  current  dispute  over  the  nature  and  extent  of  public  service 
costs.  By  analyzing  public  service  costs  more  thoroughly,  the  Commis- 
sion will  develop  a  more  accurate  formula  for  defining  these  costs  and 
determining  the  level  of  the  subsidy. 

The  Commission  also  will  study  the  current  procedures  for  setting 
postal  rates  and  will  recommend  any  changes  that  will  make  those 
procedures  more  efficient  and  economical.  Any  recommendation  that 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  should  be  abolished,  however,  must  be 
accompanied  by  a  proposal  for  a  new  ratemaking  system  that  will 
assure  independent  review  of  changes  in  postal  rates.  The  Commis- 
sion is  specifically  directed  to  consider  a  ratemaking  procedure  that 
would  allow  the  Postal  Service  to  raise  postal  rates  unilaterally, 
except  that  any  rate  increases  that  exceeded  changes  in  consumer 
prices  would  have  to  be  approved  by  a  body  independent  of  the  Postal 
Service.  The  Commission  also  will  study  the  reasonableness  of  the 
ratemaking  criteria  established  in  section  3622(b)  of  title  39.  More 
specifically,  the  Commission  will  consider  the  usefulness  of  a  statutory 
requirement  that  the  attributable  costs  of  particular  classes  of  mail 
or  mail  service  be  based  on  the  mail  volume  associated  with  that  class 
or  service.  This  requirement  to  study  ratemaking  factors  and  cost 
attribution  is  designed  to  resolve  the  longstanding  dispute  over  the 
level  of  attributable  costs  for  each  class  of  mail  that  has  plagued  the 
ratemaking  proceedings  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

In  recognition  of  the  tremendous  increase  in  the  costs  of  the  postal 
service  since  1970,  the  Act  directs  the  Commission  to  study  the  causes 
of  those  increases  and  to  consider  various  methods  for  reviewing  and 
controlling  postal  costs  on  a  regular  basis.  The  Commission  may  dis- 
cover that  only  Congress  can  provide  the  necessary  review  of  the 
capital  and  operating  costs  of  the  Postal  Service,  it  may  conclude  that 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  uniquely  situated  to  assume  such  an 
oversight  role,  or  it  may  recommend  that  a  new  system  be  established 
to  review  and  exercise  some  control  over  the  costs  of  this  multi-billion 
dollar  operation. 

To  assure  that  the  Commission  undertakes  a  thorough  examination 
of  these  problems,  that  it  completes  its  work  efficiently,  and  that  ulti- 
mately it  achieves  the  objectives  the  law  establishes,  the  law  imposes 
a  unique  requirement  that  the  Commission  submit  to  the  President  and 
each  House  of  Congress  detailed  interim  progress  reports  four  times 
annually.  These  quarterly  reports  will  contain  a  description  of  the 
Commission's  work  up  to  that  stage  of  its  proceedings,  will  present 
initial  findings  and  conclusions  concerning  the  Commission's  objec- 
tives, and  will  report  any  difficulties  the  Commission  has  encountered 
m  examining  various  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service.  By  detailing  the 
work  of  the  Commission  and  its  progress  in  achieving 'its  goals,  these 
interim  progress  reports  will  assure  the  continued  participation  of 
the  President  and  the  Congress  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Commission. 
Congressional  participation  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Commission 
also  is  achieved  by  the  requirement  that  all  meetings,  hearings,  con- 
ferences or  other  proceedings  of  the  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the 
chairmen  of  the  appropriate  congressional  committees  or  their  desig- 
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nees.  This  provision  provides  a  reasonable  mechanism  for  the  Con- 
gress to  make  its  views  on  various  aspects  of  postal  service  known  to 
the  Commission,  and  to  share  its  expertise  on  postal  matter  with  the 
Commission.  By  taking  into  account  the  observations  of  Congress,  the 
Commission  will  arrive  at  a  more  balanced  and  thoughtful  final  report. 

IMMEDIATE    LIMITED    TEMPORARY   RATES 

H.R.  8603  would  authorize  the  Postal  Service  to  place  into  effect 
upon  ten  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register,  temporary  changes  in 
rates  or  fees.  These  temporary  rates  would  reflect  across-the-board 
increases  and  could  not  exceed  120  percent  of  the  rates  proposed  as  per- 
manent rates  by  the  Postal  Service  in  its  last  request  to  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission,  dated  September  25,  1973. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  this  amendment  in  the  Committee  by  a 
vote  of  19  yeas,  8  nays,  provisions  in  the  bill  would  have  repealed 
the  existing  statutory  authority  granted  the  Postal  Service  to  establish 
temporary  rates,  and  replaced  it  with  the  alternative  temporary  rate 
petting  authority  previously  discussed  in  this  report. 

The  practical  effect  of  this  provision  would  have  delayed  the  possi- 
bility of  any  rate  increase  from  January  1976,  which  would  be  permis- 
sable  under  current  law,  to  sometime  in  August  of  1976,  seven  months 
later. 

The  Postal  Service  estimates  that  it  loses  some  $250  million  for  each 
month  that  postal  rates  are  not  increased.  Thus,  the  additional  seven 
months  delay  would  result  in  a  revenue  loss  of  $1.75  billion  to  the 
Postal  Service  during  this  period,  or  $50  million  more  than  they  would 
receive  under  the  additional  public  service  appropriations  authorized 
under  this  bill. 

The  ultimate  result  would  be  to  compound  and  weaken  the  financial 
position  of  the  Postal  Service  rather  than  alleviate  it,  which  is  the 
main  thrust  of  this  bill. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  initial  temporary  rate 
authority  is  absolutely  essential  if  the  Postal  Service  is  to  be  expected 
to  carry  out  the  congressional  mandate  under  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1970. 

The  Committee  wishes  to  stress  two  points : 

First,  enactment  of  this  provision  does  riot  constitute  rate  setting 
by  the  Congress  or,  in  other  terms,  a  vote  for  a  postal  rate  increase. 

It  merely  shortens  the  time  period  by  some  80  days,  within  which 
the  Postal  Sendee  can  establish  temporary  rates.  As  stated,  if  existing 
law  were  to  remain  unchanged,  the  Postal  Service  would  probably 
establish  temporary  rates  in  January  1976.  If  this  bill  were  enacted 
by  October  1  of  this  year,  the  Postal  Service  would  then  be  able  to 
establish  the  temporary  rates  by  October  10.  or  80  days  sooner. 

Second,  enactment  of  this  provision  would  limit  the  amount  of  tem- 
porary rate  increases  the  Postal  Service  could  put  into  effect. 

If  existing  law  were  to  remain  unchanged,  the  Postal  Service  would, 
as  it  has  stated,  probably  increase  the  cost  of  first-class  mail  from  10  to 
13  cents  an  ounce  in  January  1976. 

Enactment  of  this  provision  would  limit  such  an  increase  to  20  per- 
cent of  the  1973  request  from  the  Postal  Service  to  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  thus  resulting  in  first-class  postage  of  12  cents  an  ounce. 
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Sectional  Analysis 

Section  1  provides  a  short  title  for  the  bill,  "The  Postal  Reorgani- 
zation Act  Amendments  of  1975. 

Section  2  revises  section  2401(b)  of  title  39.  United  States  Code,  to 
authorize  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  appropriated  funds  available  to 
the  Postal  Service  for  defraying  the  costs  of  "public  services."  Under 
existing  law,  enacted  in  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  in  1970,  the 
maximum  amount  of  public  service  appropriations  available  is  $920 
million.  The  new  provisions  would  authorize  an  appropriation  of  $35 
for  each  delivery  address  served  by  the  Postal  Service. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  recent  Postal  Service  estimate  of 
approximately  74  million  delivery  addresses  for  fiscal  year  1974  was 
based  on  an  appropriate  method  of  determining  the  total  number  of 
delivery  addresses  served  at  that  time,  and  would  produce  an  author- 
ization of  funds  to  carry  out  the  Committee's  intent  to  increase  public 
service  appropriations  from  $920  million  to  about  $2.6  billion.  The 
Committee  recommends  that  the  Postal  Service  utilize  its  authority 
under  39  U.S.C.  401(2)  to  issue  regulations  to  define  "delivery  ad- 
dresses" in  accordance  with  the  administrative  determinations  used  to 
arrive  at  the  74  million  estimate. 

As  the  number  of  delivery  addresses  increases,  the  amounts  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  will  also  increase. 

Section  2,  as  hereinbefore  described,  also  establishes  service  require- 
ments for  door  delivery  and  curbline  and  cluster-box  delivery  by  the 
Postal  Service  in  urban  or  predominately  urban  areas. 

Section  2401(b)  (3),  as  amended  by  section  2,  imposes  a  limitation 
upon  use  of  appropriated  funds  under  2401(b)  (1)  to  reduce  the  rates 
applicable  to  parcel  post.  The  new  section  2401(b)  (3)  would  prevent 
the  rates  for  parcel  post  being  reduced  by  more  than  10  percent  from 
the  rates  which  would  be  applicable  if  public  service  appropriations 
were  not  appropriated. 

Section  3,  revises  the  organizational  administrative  provisions  of 
chapter  36  of  title  39  applicable  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

Section  3601(a)  changes  the  nature  of  appointment  of  a  Commis- 
sioner from  a  Presidential  appointment  to  a  Presidential  nomination 
subject  to  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

Section  3601  (b)  corrects  an  inadvertent  omission  in  the  original  lan- 
guage of  the  Postal  Reorganizational  Act  to  permit  a  Commissioner 
to  continue  in  office  until  his  successor  has  qualified  to  take  office. 

Section  3601(c)  is  existing  law. 

Section  3601(d)  requires  the  election,  by  the  Commission,  of  a  Vice 
Chairman,  to  serve  in  the  absence  of,  or  a  vacancy  in  the  position  of 
the  Chairman. 

Section  3(b)  provides  that  the  requirement  for  nomination  and 
ronfirmation  by  the  Senate  shall  not  apply  to  a  current  Postal  Rate 
Commissioner  unless  such  a  Commissioner  is  reappointed  by  the 
President. 

Section  4  revises  section  3604  of  title  39  to  clarify  the  executive  au- 
thority of  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  to  carry  out  the  duties  and 
powers  of  his  office.  Such  routine  matters  as  the  appointment  of  gen- 
eral personnel  in  the  Commission,  the  purchase  of  materials  and  sup- 
plies, and  other  ordinary  administrative  matters  shall  be  carried  out 
by,  or  by  the  direction  of,  the  Chairman. 
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Section  3604(d)  (2)  revises  present  law  to  place  the  Commission  un- 
der the  ordinary  budget  and  appropriation  process  applicable  to  most 
Federal  agencies.  Hereafter,  the  Commission  will  come  to  Congress  for 
its  operating  funds  and  review  of  its  programs,  rather  than  submitting 
its  budget  to  the  Governors  of  the  Postal  Service. 

Section  5  clarifies  that  a  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office  shall 
be  required  to  make  any  final  decision  of  the  Commission,  such  as  a 
recommended  decision  on  rates  or  classification  matters,  an  advisory 
opinion  on  postal  services,  or  a  public  report  on  service  complaints. 
Thus,  if  five  Commissioners  are  currently  in  office,  at  least  three  must 
vote  on  any  such  matter  to  authorize  action,  although  the  vote  may  in 
fact  be  two  ayes  and  one  nay.  Under  39  U.S.C.  205  (c) ,  a  favorable  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  Governors  of  the  Postal  Service  is  necessary  to 
appoint  or  remove  the  Postmaster  General.  Thus,  at  least  five  Govern- 
ors must  vote  in  favor  of  such  an  action.  This  requirement  upon  the 
Governors  is  different  from  and  greater  than  the  requirement  of  the 
new  section  3624(d)  relating  to  final  actions  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission. 

Section  6  removes  the  proceedings  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
from  the  requirement  that  such  proceedings  be  conducted  under  the 
administrative  procedure  provisions  of  5  U.S.C.  556-557.  The  Com- 
mission may  use  such  procedures,  but  the  requirement  of  the  law  is 
removed.  The  Committee  nevertheless  expects  the  Commission  to  in- 
sure fairness  in  all  of  its  proceedings,  and  insure  that  interveners  have 
an  opportunity  to  present  evidence  and  conduct  cross-examination  of 
evidence  and  witnesses. 

Section  6  limits  the  standards  of  review  for  the  consideration  of  ap- 
peals to  the  courts  to  a  judicial  determination  of  whether  the  adminis- 
trative action  (by  the  Commission  or  the  Governors)  is  "arbitrary, 
capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  otherwise  not  in  accordance  with 
law''.  Because  the  Commission  is  not  required  to  conduct  proceedings 
under  5  U.S.C.  556-557,  the  "substantial  evidence"  standard  of  5  U.S.C. 
706  (2(E)  is  applicable. 

Section  6(d)  insures  that  the  changes  effected  by  section  6(a),  (b), 
and  (c)  will  not  apply  to  current  proceedings  before  the  Commission. 

Section  7  revises  section  3624  of  title  39  to  establish  time  limits  for 
the  consideration  of  rate  and  mail  classification  cases  before  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission.  Hereafter,  the  Commission  shall  be  expected  to 
submit  its  recommended  decision  10  months  after  the  submission  by 
the  Postal  Service  of  a  request  for  a  recommended  decision.  Under 
the  simplified  administrative  hearing  authorized  by  the  bill,  the  time 
limit  appears  reasonable.  If  the  Commission  determines  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  caused  unreasonable  delay  in  responding  to  interroga- 
tories and  supplying  data,  the  Commission  may  extend  the  time  period 
by  an  amount  of  time  equal  to  the  delay.  The  time  so  added  would 
extend  the  period  necessary  before  the  Postal  Service  could  impose 
temporary  rates. 

The  new  time  limits  do  not  apply  to  pending  cases  before  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission. 

Section  8  revises  the  law  relating  to  temporary  rates  and  mail 
classifications. 

The  new  section  3641(a)  authorizes  the  Postal  Service  to  establish 
temporary  rates  and  classifications  upon  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  after  the  10-month  period  of  Commission  consideration  of  a 
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rate  request  has  expired  (so  such  period  as  may  have  actually  occurred 
in  the  event  of  unreasonable  delay  by  the  Postal  Service  in  proceed- 
ings before  the  Commission). 

The  temporary  rates  may  not  exceed  the  Postal  Service's  permanent 
rate  proposals  submitted  in  the  request  to  the  Commission,  and  shall 
not  exceed  the  amounts  neecssary,  when  combined  with  appropriated 
funds,  to  equal  the  total  estimated  costs  (as  that  term  is  defined  in  39 
U.S.C  3621)  of  the  Postal  Service  in  its  request  to  the  Commission 
for  a  recommended  decision. 

The  temporary  rates  may  continue  in  effect  for  150  days  following 
the  submission  of  the  Commission's  recommended  decision,  thus  per- 
mitting an  adequate  period  for  review  of  the  recommendation  and 
avoidance  of  changes  in  rates  resulting  solely  from  a  Governor's  de- 
cision to  return  a  recommended  decision  for  further  consideration,  or 
judicial  review  of  a  recommended  decision  or  the  action  of  the 
Governors. 

Section  9  adds  a  new  factor  to  the  ratemaking  criteria  required  to  be 
taken  in  account  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  Under  current  law, 
the  Commission  must  consider  the  policies  of  title  39  and  the  specific 
criteria  set  out  in  section  3622  of  title  39.  This  section  includes  cost  and 
impact  factors,  but  does  not  include  the  subjective  value  of  the  mail 
matter  for  which  the  rates  are  being  recommended.  The  commission 
is,  however,  required  to  take  into  account  the  "relative  value  to  the 
people  of  the  kinds  of  mail  matter"  in  establishing  the  various  classes 
of  mail  under  39  U.S.C.  3623.  Section  9  amends  section  3622(b)  of 
title  39  to  include  as  a  factor  in  recommending  rates  "the  educational, 
cultural,  scientific,  and  informational  value  to  the  recipient  of  mail 
matter". 

Section  10  is  designed  to  reverse  the  current  administrative  effort 
of  the  Postal  Service  to  revoke  second-class  entry  permits  for  certain 
publications.  The  Postal  Service  recently  determined  that  certain  col- 
lege catalogs  and  certain  loose-leaf  publications  were  originally  incor- 
rectly admitted  as  second-class  materials  because,  the  Postal  Service 
claims,  they  are  not  "periodicals"  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as 
defined  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  landmark  case  of  Houghton  v. 
Payne,  194  U.S.  88  (1904). 

Section  10  deems  that  such  catalogs  and  looseleaf  publications  are 
"periodicals"  for  the  purposes  of  admission  in  the  postal  system  as 
second-class  mail  Section  10  does  not  authorize  such  second-class  entry 
unless  such  publications  fulfill  the  other  requirements  for  such  entry 
included  in  former  sections  4352-4357  of  title  39,  as  those  provisions 
were  carried  forward  into  postal  regulations  by  section  3  of  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act. 

Section  10  also  extends  to  National  and  State  political  parties  who 
qualify  for  tax  credit  contributions  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
eligibility  to  mail  second-class  publications  and  third-class  mail  matter 
at  the  nonprofit  rate  rather  than  the  regular  rate,  and  accords  non- 
profit status  for  one  conservation  publication  of  an  agency  of  a  State 
responsible  for  the  management  and  conservation  of  fish  or  wildlife 
resources  of  the  State. 

Section  11  adds  a  new  section  413  to  title  39  and  vests  new  authority 
in  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to  insure  that  the  Commission  has  ade- 
quate access  to  Postal  Service  data.  The  Commission  is  authorized  to 
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request  such  information  as  it  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  for  effec- 
tive evaluation  of  the  Postal  Service,  and  the  Postal  Service  is  required 
to  furnish  such  information. 

Section  12  addds  a  new  section  3605  to  title  39,  and  authorizes  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  to  review  the  activities  of  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors of  the  Postal  Service,  and  the  Postal  Service,  with  respect  to 
matters  arising  under  chapter  36  of  title  39.  The  Commission  is  author- 
ized to  issue  subpenas  and  compel  the  production  of  evidence  and  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  with  respect  to  matters  within  the  purview  of 
chapter  36  of  title  39. 

Section  13  authorizes  book  publishers  or  book  distributors  to  mail 
books  to  any  school,  college,  university,  or  library  at  the  preferred 
rates  of  postage  heretofore  applicable  only  to  books  mailed  between 
such  institutions.  The  effect  of  the  amendment  should  be  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  postage  paid  by  such  schools  or  libraries,  thus  making  more 
funds  available  for  the  purchase  of  books  and  other  library  materials. 

Section  14  authorizes  the  Postal  Service,  notwithstanding  other  pro- 
visions of  law,  to  institute  one  rate  increase  upon  10  days'  notice  fol- 
lowing the  submission  of  a  request  for  a  recommended  decision  by  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  under  39  U.S.C.  3622.  Such  a  request  cannot 
be  made  until  the  Commission's  recommendation  in  the  pending  rate 
case,  R74— 1,  has  been  acted  upon  by  the  Governors.  Thereafter,  the 
Postal  Service  may  adjust  rates  upon  a  temporary  basis  without  regard 
to  the  time  limitations  presently  in  effect  (90  days)  or  as  proposed 
to  be  made  effective  (10  months).  The  temporary  rates  so  established 
may  not  exceed  20  percent  of  the  permanent  rates  proposed  to  be 
established  by  the  Postal  Service  in  the  pending  rate  case,  R74-1. 

Section  15  creates  the  Commission  on  Postal  Services,  described 
elsewhere  in  this  report. 

Cost 

The  major  element  of  cost  involved  in  this  legislation  results  from 
the  provisions  which  authorize  additional  appropriations  under  the 
formula  provided  in  section  2.  Under  this  formula,  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  authorization  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1976  will 
be  $2.6  billion. 

It  is  estimated  that  one  million  additional  delivery  addresses  are 
added  to  the  postal  delivery  service  each  year.  On  the  basis  of  the  one 
million  additional  delivery  addresses  each  year,  the  additional  author- 
ization for  appropriations  under  the  formula  would  increase  by  $35 
million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1977, 1978,  and  1979. 

The  Committee  has  no  facts  upon  which  to  base  an  estimate  of  the 
additional  costs  that  will  arise  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  increas- 
ing the  application  of  the  preferred  postal  rates. 

Compliance  With  Clause  2(1)  (3)   of  Rule  XI 

With  respect  to  the  requirement  of  clause  2(1)  (3)  of  Rule  XI  of  the 
Rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives — 

(A)  The  Subcommittee  on  Postal  Service  is  vested  under  Commit- 
tee Rules  with  legislative  and  oversight  jurisdiction  and  responsibility 
over  the  subject  matter  of  H.R.  8603  and  made  no  specific  findings  and 
recommendations  in  connection  with  its  oversight  responsibilities  dur- 
ing the  hearings  on  the  subject  matter  in  H.R.  8603 ; 
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(B)  The  measure  does  not  provide  new  budget  authority  or  new  or 
increased  tax  expenditures  and  thus  a  statement  required  by  section 
308(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  not  necessary; 

(C)  Xo  estimate  and  comparison  of  costs  has  been  received  by  the 
Committee  from  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  pur- 
suant to  Section  403  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974;  and 

(D)  The  Committee  has  received  no  report  from  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  of  oversight  findings  and  recommendations 
arrived  at  pursuant  to  clause  2(b)  (2)  of  Rule  X. 

Inflationary  Impact  Statement 

Pursuant  to  clause  2(1)  (4)  of  Rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  the  Committee  has  concluded  that  the  enactment 
of  H.R.  8603  will  have  only  a  minimal  inflationary  impact.  The 
approximately  $1.7  billion  a  year  for  4  years  authorized  additionally 
for  public  service  appropriations  will  be  used  to  replace  funds  which 
would  otherwise  have  to  be  raised  through  increased  postal  rates  or 
increased  borrowing  authority. 

Administration  Viewts 

There  are  set  forth  below  the  reports  on  this  legislation  from  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 

Washington.  D.C.,  July  16, 1975. 
Hon.  David  X.  Henderson, 

Chairman,  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  responds  to  your  request  for  the  views  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  on  H.R.  8603,  a  bill,  "with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial  matters  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses." 

This  legislation  would  codify  a  new  formula  for  the  public  service 
subsidy  provided  to  the  Postal  Service  under  Section  2401(b)  of  Title 
39.  Under  current  law,  the  subsidy  is  an  amount  equal  to  10%  of  the 
sum  appropriated  to  the  former  Post  Office  Department  in  fiscal  year 
1971.  Annual  Federal  payments  to  the  Postal  Service  under  this  pro- 
vision have  been  $920  million.  The  formula  embodied  in  H.R.  8603 
would  provide  an  annual  susidy  of  $35.00  for  each  delivery  address 
served  by  the  Postal  Service.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the  Federal 
public  service  payment  under  H.R.  8603  would  jump  to  $2.6  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1976. 

OMB  strongly  opposes  enactment  of  H.R.  8603.  While  we  recog- 
nize that  substantial  additional  revenues  are  probably  needed  to  head 
off  an  intolerable  Postal  Service  operating  deficit  in  1976,  we  believe 
that  H.R.  8603  provides  an  unacceptable  solution. 

First,  the  proposed  formula  is  unreasonable  and  no  factual  basis  has 
been  advanced  in  its  support.  Second,  H.R.  8603  erodes  the  basic  prin- 
ciple embodied  in  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  eventual  self- 
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sufficiency  pursuant  to  which  mail  users  rather  than  taxpayers  support 
the  revenue  needs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

At  this  time,  we  would  also  oppose  the  various  permanent  changes 
affecting  the  rate  setting  process  proposed  in  H.R.  8603.  We  believe 
that  Congress  and  the  Administration  should  address  promptly  the 
need  for  changes  in  the  rate  setting  mechanism  so  that  it  can  respond 
surely  and  timely  to  changing  revenue  needs.  We  are  concerned  that 
the  changes  proposed  in  this  bill  may  not  adequately  accomplish  their 
objective,  and  believe  that  these  changes  should  be  studied  further  in 
the  next  few  months. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above  we  would  recommend  that  the  Presi- 
dent not  sign  H.R.  8603,  if  enacted. 

Because  the  existing  mechanism  for  establishing  postal  rates  has 
failed  to  produce  adequate  revenues,  we  recognize  that  some  legislative 
solution  is  needed.  We  will  be  happy  to  discuss  possible  solutions  with 
the  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  T.  Lynn, 

Director. 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  22, 1975. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Derwinski, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Derwinski  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request 
for  OMB's  estimate  of  the  impact  on  revenues  for  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  of  alternative  effective  dates  for  a  new  postal  rate  increase. 

We  estimate  that  a  30  percent  across  the  board  increase  in  current 
postal  rates  would  produce  approximately  $230  million  per  month  in 
additional  revenues  for  the  Postal  Service. 

Under  existing  law,  the  Postal  Service  would  be  required  to  wait 
100  days  after  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  transmits  its  recommended 
decision  to  the  Postal  Governors  before  it  could  implement  increased 
rates  on  a  temporary  basis.  Under  H.R.  7718,  the  Postal  Service  would 
be  authorized  to  increase  rates  on  a  temporary  basis  following  10  days' 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  effect  of  this  90-day  reduction  in 
the  waiting  period  would  be  to  increase  fiscal  year  1976  revenues — and 
reduce  the  anticipated  operating  deficit — by  approximately  $700 
million. 

In  light  of  the  consequences  of  these  alternatives,  and  in  considera- 
tion of  a  substantial  anticipated  operating  deficit  for  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice in  fiscal  year  1976,  the  Administration  would  support  simple  legis- 
lation to  reduce  from  90  to  10  days  the  current  waiting  period  for  the 
next  Postal  Service  rate  increase.  We  believe  that  this  simple  and  tem- 
porary change  in  existing  law  would  reduce  the  financial  problems 
faced  by  the  Postal  Service  in  fiscal  year  1976,  and  would  not  compro- 
mise the  basic  reforms  embodied  in  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of 
1970. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jame.  T.  Lynn, 

Director. 
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Postal  Rate  Commission, 

Office  of  the  Chairman, 

Washington,  D.C. 
Hon.  David  N.  Henderson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Tliis  letter  responds  to  your  request  of  June  13,  1975,  for 
an  expedited  report  on  H.R.  7718,  a  bill  amending  in  various  respects  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970  (hereinafter,  "the  Act"). 

H.R.  7718  contans  a  number  of  provisions  which  are  also  found  in  H.R.  2445 
or  were  proposed  by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  before  Mr.  Hanley's  Subcommittee 
earlier  this  year. 

We  testified  before  the  Hanley  Subcommittee  on  March  11,  1975,  on  H.R. 
2445  and  transmitted  our  letter  dated  April  4,  1975,1  to  Chairman  Hanley  regard- 
ing the  U.S.  Postal  Service's  proposals.  Therefore,  we  will  not  comment  on  those 
provisions  on  which  the  Commission  has  already  given  its  position  but,  rather, 
refer  the  Committee  to  those  previous  communications. 

In  this  letter,  we  will  limit  our  comments  to  those  provisions  on 
which  we  have  not  previously  commented. 

Section  2.— The  new  §  3601(d)  of  Title  39,  U.S.C.,  provides  for  the 
election  by  the  Commission  of  a  Vice-Chairman,  and  directs  that  he 
shall  "act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  absence  of  the  Chair- 
man". 2  This  language  does  not  specifically  provide  for  the  Vice- 
Chairman's  so  acting  if  the  office  of  Chairman  is  vacant.  In  view  of  the 
extended  administrative  powers  given  the  Chairman  by  §  3  of  H.R. 
7718,  it  might  be  desirable  to  make  clear  that  a  Vice-Chairman  could 
exercise  these  functions  "in  the  absence  of  the  Chairman  or  when  the 
office  of  Chairman  becomes  vacant". 

Sections. — Subsections  (2),  (b),and  (c)  of  the  new  §  3604  contained 
in  this  section  would  transfer  certain  administrative  functions,  now 
carried  out  collegially,  to  the  Chairman.  Our  comments  are  concerned 
with  the  "appointment  of  personnel"  function  covered  by  proposed 
§  3604(a)(1). 

We  have  considered  the  potential  advantages  of  this  form  of  orga- 
nization, as  balanced  against  those  of  our  present  system.  The  Commis- 
sion, with  about  70  employees  (exclusive  of  Commissioners'  personal 
staffs),  is  relatively  a  very  small  agency.  The  advantages  of  centraliz- 
ing hiring  under  the  Chairman  are  therefore  less  than  in  a  more  typical 
regulatory  body,  such  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission  (1320  em- 
ployees) or  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  (718  employees),  since  the 
demands  of  personnel  matters  on  Commissioners'  time  are  relatively 
minor  and  infrequent.  Nevertheless,  we  recognize  that  the  extra  benefit 
of  pre-employment  review  by  each  Commissioner  is  not  necessary  at 
all  staff  levels.  (Our  past  practice  has  in  fact  conformed  to  this  reali- 
zation.) We  do  believe  that,  so  far  as  personnel  who  directly  assist  the 
Commission  are  concerned,  this  benefit  is  a  real  one  and  should  be 
retained. 

We  therefore  propose  that  the  new  §  3604(a)  (1)  and  (2)  contained 
in  §  3  of  the  bill  be  revised  to  read  : 

*  *  *   (1)  the  appointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the  Com- 
mission (except  Office  heads,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Com- 

1  94th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  Hearings  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal  Service,  House  of 
Representatives,  on  H.R.  2445  (Serial  No.  94-4),  pp.  157  ff.  (March  11  testimony)  and 
348  ff.  (April  4  letter). 

2  We  believe  that  present  §  3603  of  the  Act  gives  the  Commission  power  to  elect  a  Vice- 
Chairman  and,  on  July  2,  we  adopted  a  "rule"  establishing  an  Office  of  Vice-Chairman.  This 
rule  provides  for  an  annual  election  of  the  Vice-Chairman.  (See  PRC  Order  No.  78. 
attached.)  Concurrently  with  the  adoption  of  the  rule.  Commissioner  Carlos  C.  Villarreal 
was  unanimously  elected  to  that  office  by  the  members  of  the  Commission. 
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mission),  (2)  the  supervision  of  such  personnel  and  distribution 
of  business  among  them  and  among  the  Commissioners,  *  *  *. 

We  believe  that  the  standard  suggested  for  subsection  3604(a)  (1) 
would  preserve  the  benefits  of  both  a  useful  degress  of  centralization 
and  a  pre-employment  review  by  all  Commissioners  of  those  employees 
who  will  work  most  closely  with  them. 

Proposed  subsection  3604(d)  (2)  would  eliminate  the  present  review 
by  the  Governors  of  the  Postal  Service  of  the  Commission's  budget. 
We  would  not  object  to  this  amendment.  It  is  formally  more  consistent 
with  our  role  as  an  independent  reviewing  body,  although  the  present 
budgetary  system  has  for  the  most  part  worked  well. 

Section  4~ — This  section  of  H.R.  7718  would  require  recommended 
decisions  in  rate  and  classification  matters  to  be  made  by  "an  absolute 
majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office".  We  believe  this  revision 
would  effect  a  useful  clarification.  As  we  understand  it,  it  would  re- 
quire that  where  there  are  five  or  four  Commissioners  in  office,  a  deci- 
sion would  have  to  command  the  assent  of  three,  and  where  three  are 
in  office,  two  affirmative  votes  would  be  needed. 

We  would  raise  three  technical  questions,  however.  First,  it  is  not 
clear  what  the  term  "absolute"  adds  to  the  numerical  concept  of  "a 
majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office".  Even  without  the  word  "ab- 
solute'', an  arithmetical  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office  would 
be  required. 

Secondly,  the  language  of  the  bill  suggests  that  the  actual  decision 
rendered  must  be  agreed  to  by  a  majority.  This  could  prove  trouble- 
some where,  for  example,  two  Commissioners  sign  an  opinion  prescrib- 
ing certain  rates,  one  concurs  entirely  in  those  rates  but  wishes  to  ex- 
plain the  different  reasoning  by  which  he  arrived  at  that  result,  and 
the  remaining  two  dissent.  Under  these  circumstances  there  might  be  a 
question  whether  the  Commissioner  who  concurs  in  the  result  but  writes 
a  separate  opinion  could  be  counted  as  part  of  the  required  majority 
(in  this  case,  three).  We  would  suggest  substituting  for  the  phrase 
"made  by  a  vote  of  an  absolute  majority"  in  §  4  the  phrase  "concurred 
in  by  an  absolute  majority".  This  would  preserve  the  majority  prin- 
ciple desired,  while  leaving  concurring  Commissioners  free  to  express 
individual  views. 

Thirdly.  §  3  of  the  bill,  in  rewriting  §  3604  of  the  Act.  eliminates  the 
general  majority  requirement  for  Commission  action.  By  writing  the 
new  standard  only  into  §§  3622  and  3623,  §  4  of  H.R.  7718  leaves  no 
provision  governing  other  Commission  actions,  such  as  those  per- 
formed under  §  3661  (opinions  on  changes  in  the  nature  of  service)  and 
§  3662  (complaint  cases).  We  Avould  suggest  adding  the  rule  proposed 
for  §§  3622  and  3623  at  the  end  of  §§  3661(c)  and  3662  as  well,  making 
appropriate  changes  to  reflect  the  different  types  of  action  called  for 
("advisorv  opinion"  under  §  3661 ;  "recommended  decision"  or  "report" 
under  §3662). 

Section  5. — We  note  that,  in  contrast  to  the  corresponding  provision 
in  H.R.  2445,  this  section  in  H.R.  7718  provides  for  the  submission  not 
of  "evidence"  but  of  "data  and  arguments"  in  rate  and  classification 
cases.  To  the  extent  that  this  phrase  could  be  read  as  allowing  parties 
to  make  less  formal  factual  presentations  we  believe  it  would  make  our 
analytical  and  judgmental  task  more  difficult. 

Sections  6  and  7. — We  treat  these  sections  of  H.R,  7718  together, 
since  they  form  a  single  scheme  for  the  restructuring  of  postal  rate 
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and  classification  proceedings.  As  we  understand  the  system  pro- 
posed, the  Postal  Service  would  be  entitled,  if  the  Commission  did  not 
succeed  in  issuing  a  recommended  decision  within  ten  months  from 
the  Service's  filling  of  a  request,  to  put  the  requested  rates  into  effect 
as  temporary  rates  under  §  3641. 3  Following  the  issuance  of  a  recom- 
mended decision,  the  temporary  rates  could  remain  in  effect  for  up  to 
150  days  (rather  than  the  present  30),  while  the  Governors  considered 
the  decision. 

Thus,  while  the  system  proposed  in  H.R.  7718  increases  the  maxi- 
mum amount  the  Service  can  charge  as  temporary  rates  (by  eliminat- 
ing the  "one-third  greater"  limitation  of  present  §  3641),  it  also  limits 
the  promptness  with  which  such  temporary  rates  can  be  made  effec- 
tive. It  is  possible  that  the  extended  waiting  period  before  temporary 
rates  could  go  into  effect  would  result  in  an  appreciable  financial  bur- 
den on  the  Postal  Service.  Whether  the  increase  in  the  limit  on  tem- 
porary rates  would  compensate  for  this  effect  would  depend  on  the 
facts  of  each  case. 

Section  8. — This  provision  of  H.R.  7718  would  carve  out  a  "one- 
shot"  exception  to  the  procedures  set  up  in  §§  6  and  7.  In  the  next  rate 
case  filed  after  July  1,  1975,  the  Service  would  be  permitted  to  place 
its  temporary  rates  into  effect  almost  immediately  after  filing  its  re- 
quest, rather  than  waiting  ten  months  as  the  normal  procedures  would 
dictate.  This  mechanism  would  provide  a  means  of  allaying  the  re- 
portedly exceptional  deficit  faced  by  the  Service  in  the  near  future. 
We  gather  from  the  way  in  which  the  section  is  written  that  it  would 
not  form  part  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  as  collected  in  perma- 
nent form  in  Title  39,  but  is  rather  temporary  or  emergency 
legislation. 

Under  these  circumstances,  we  believe  that  the  choice  of  whether  to 
aid  the  Service  by  a  transitory  modification  of  rate  case  procedures  or 
by  an  appropriation  is  peculiarly  within  the  discretion  of  Congress. 
Section  8  has  the  advantage  of  adhering  more  closely  to  the  principle 
that  postal  services  should  be  paid  for  by  those  who  use  them.4  On 
the  other  hand,  we  believe  that  the  truly  independent  and  scientific 
system  of  ratemaking  desired  by  Congress  can  be  best  achieved  if 
temporary  alterations  of  the  governing  law  are  avoided. 

Because  cT  the  expedited  legislative  schedule  for  this  bill,  we  have 
not  requested  the  advice  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  on 
these  comments.  We  are  transmitting  copies  of  this  letter  to  OMB,  and 
will  forward  its  advice,  if  any,  to  the  Committee. 

We  hope  that  these  comments  will  be  helpful  to  the  Committee.  If 
you  desire  any  further  information  from  us,  please  let  us  know. 
Sincerely, 

Clyde  S.  DuPont, 

Chairman. 

Attachment. 


3  Under  present  law,  the  Service  may  put  in  effect.  90  days  after  filing  a  request,  tempo- 
rary rates  not  more  than  one-third  above  the  last  permanent  rate. 

4  Maximum  possible  compliance  with  this  principle,  of  course,  is  not  achieved  without  a 
thorough  review  of  rates  for  each  class  and  type  of  service.  Thus,  any  mechanism  which 
Increases  the  incidence  of  temporary  rates  tends  somewhat  to  undercut  the  principle. 
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United  States  of  America,  Postal  Rate  Commission,  Washington, 

D.C.  20268 

Before  Commissioners:  Clyde  S.  DuPont,  Chairman;  Paul  A.  Mil- 
tich:  Kieran  O'Doherty;  Frank  P.  Saponaro;  Carlos  C.  Villarrel 

(Docket  No.  RM76-1) 

election  of  the  vice  chairman  of  the  commission 

Order  Establishing  Procedure  for  Election  of  the  Vice-Ch airman 

of  the  Commission 

(Issued  July  2,  1975) 

The  Postal  Rate  Commission  has  determined  that  in  the  interests  of 
orderly  and  efficient  dispatch  of  business,  there  should  be  a  regular 
provision  for  the  election  of  a  Vice-Chairman.  The  amendment  to  our 
rules  of  organization  made  by  this  Order  will  provide  such  a 
procedure. 

The  rule  we  are  adopting  will  provide  for  the  annual  election  of  a 
Vice-Chairman  from  among  the  members  of  the  Commission.  The 
present  regulation  (39  CFR  §  3002.2(h))  provides  for  the  ad  hoc 
election  of  an  Acting  Chairman  when  required  by  circumstances. 

Since  the  amendment  herein  made  involves  matters  of  agency  orga- 
nization and  procedure,  the  notice  requirements  of  the  Administra- 
tive Procedure  Act,  5  ILS.C.  §  553.  do  not  apply.  \Ve  find  further  that 
good  cause  exists  for  making  this  amendment  effective  as  of  July  2, 
1975. 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  £  3603  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
(39  F.S.C.).  it  is  ordered  that  Part  3002  of  the  Commission's  Regula- 
tions (39  CFR  Part  3002)  is  hereby  amended  as  follows : 

1.  Section  3002.2(b)  is  amended  by  changing  the  title  thereof  to 
read  "The  Chairman  and  Vice- Chairman",  and  by  deleting  the  last 
sentence  thereof,  and  substituting  for  the  deleted  sentence  the 
following : 

The  Commission  shall  elect  annually  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mission to  serve  as  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission  for  a  term 
of  one  year  or  until  his  successor  is  elected.  In  case  of  a  vacancy 
in  the  office  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  or  in  the  absence 
or  inability  of  the  Chairman  to  serve,  the  Vice-Chairman,  unless 
otherwise  directed  by  the  Chairman,  shall  have  the  administrative 
responsibilities  and  duties  of  the  Chairman  during  the  period  of 
vacancy,  absence,  or  inability. 
[Sec.  3603  Postal  Reorganization  Act,  84  Stat.  759,  39  ILS.C.  3603: 
5  U.S.C.  552.  553,  80  Stat.  383,  384.] 
By  the  Commission. 

James  R.  Lindsay, 

Secretary. 
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U.S.  Postal  Service, 

Law  Department, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  18,  1975. 
Hon.  David  N.  Henderson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Past  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  responds  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  the  Postal 
Service  on  H.R.  8603,  the  proposed  "Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of 
1975". 

THE    NEED    FOR    EMERGENCY    LEGISLATION 

It  has  become  apparent  in  recent  months  that  legislative  action  is  urgently 
required  to  resolve  the  deepening  financial  crisis  into  which  the  Postal  Service 
has  been  cast  by  the  continuing  failure  of  the  present  ratemaking  provisions  of 
title  39  to  keep  pace  with  the  revenue  requirements  of  the  postal  system  at 
current  cost  levels.  Two  distinct  corrective  actions  are  needed  :  (1)  an  immediate 
injection  of  new  revenues  to  avoid  continuing  increases  in  the  deficits  already 
incurred  as  a  result  of  past  delays  in  concluding  ratemaking  proceedingsj  and 
(2)  a  permanent  change  in  the  ratemaking  statutes  so  that  similar  deficits  will 
not  have  to  be  incurred  again  in  the  future. 

An  injection  of  substantial  increases  in  revenues  in  the  next  few  months  is 
absolutely  essential  to  the  continuation  of  postal  services  of  the  quality  we  ail 
want  and  expect  to  be  provided.  Due  to  increases  in  the  cost  of  living  and  price  of 
fuel,  the  Postal  Service  lost  nearly  $440  million  in  FY  1974  and  an  estimated 
additional  $870  million  in  FY  1975.  Even  discounting  entirely  the  possibility  of 
cost  increases  as  the  result  of  the  national  collective  bargaining  presently  under- 
way, we  estimate  that  the  Postal  Service  would  lose  in  excess  of  $1.6  billion  for 
FY  1976  at  existing  rates.  There  is  absolutely  no  way  in  which  costs  can  be  re- 
duced within  the  time  available  in  order  to  avoid  deficits  of  this  magnitude, 
while  still:  providing  postal  services  on  an  acceptable  6cale. 

DEALING  WITH  THE  IMMEDIATE  PROBLEM  OF  ACCELERATING  DEFICITS 

Section  2  of  H.R.  8603  proposes  to  address  the  need  for  additional 
revenues  by  authorizing  additional  public  service  appropriations  to  the 
Postal  Service.  The  present  permanent  authorization  in  39  U.S.C. 
§  2401(b),  which  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $920  million  through 
1979  and  smaller  amounts  thereafter,  would  be  replaced  by  an  authori- 
zation for  fiscal  years  1976  through  1979  in  an  amount  equal  to  $35 
multiplied  by  the  estimated  number  of  delivery  addresses  served  by  the 
Postal  Service  during  the  fiscal  year  involved.  Assuming  that  the  term 
"delivery  addresses",  which  is  not  defined,  includes  city  residential  and 
business  addresses,  rural  residential  and  business  addresses,  star  route 
boxes,  and  post  office  boxes,  the  amount  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1976 
is  estimated  to  be  $3  billion,  for  approximately  85.8  million  addresses. 
If  post  office  boxes  should  be  excluded  (and  if  this  is  intended  the  legis- 
lative history  should  so  indicate),  the  amount  would  be  approximately 
$2.73  billion  for  78  million  addresses. 

While  providing  this  additional  authorization  for  the  current  fiscal 
year,  the  bill  would  also  postpone  any  exercise  of  Postal  Service  au- 
thority to  establish  new  temporary  rates.  Under  present  law,  the  Postal 
Service  would  be  able  to  establish  new  temporary  rates  90  days  follow- 
ing a  request  for  new  permanent  rates,  which  would  be  made  shortly 
after  permanent  rates  become  effective  under  the  request  made  on  Sep- 
tember 25,  1973  (Postal  Kate  Commission  Docket  No.  R74-1).  How- 
ever, section  8  would  amend  39  U.S.C.  §  3641  to  provide  chat  further 
changes  in  rates  and  fees  could  not  be  made  until  10  months  after  the 
next  Postal  Service  request  for  a  recommended  decision,  unless  made 
sooner  on  a  permanent  basis  as  a  result  of  that  request. 
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Regardless  of  the  merits  01  adjustments  in  tne  present  permanent 
public  service  authorization,  we  believe  that  complete  reliance  on  an 
increased  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1976  appropriations  as  the 
means  of  stanching  the  mounting  deficits  that  have  placed  postal  fi- 
nances in  the  present  state  of  crisis  is  fundamentally  misplaced  as  a 
matter  of  both  policy  and  practical  strategy.  As  is  recognized  by  the 
amendments  to  the  ratemaking  procedure  proposed  by  sections  3-8  of 
the  bill,  the  principal  reason  for  this  crisis  is  the  inability  of  the  pres- 
ent ratemaking  structure  to  perform  with  reasonable  expedition,  which 
has  meant  that  rate  increases  made  necessary  by  increasing  costs  have 
been  delayed.  Accordingly,  an  immediate  rate  adjustment  would  be  the 
most  effective  and  equitable  way  to  place  the  Postal  Service  as  nearly 
as  possible  in  the  financial  position  where  revenues  from  ratepayers 
and  appropriations  cover  current  costs  as  required  by  the  Postal  Reor- 
ganization Act.  In  comparison,  the  alternative  of  a  large  increase 
in  general  subsidies  to  the  Postal  Service  in  fiscal  year  1976  would 
be  more  difficult  to  achieve  and  could  be  unfair  to  the  taxpaying  pub- 
lic. Authorizing  legislation  for  such  an  increase  would  have  to  be  fol- 
lowed by  appropriations  not  provided  for  in  the  President's  Budget 
or  the  First  Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget.  If  enacted,  such 
appropriations  would  require  taxpayers  to  assume  the  full  burden  of 
a  charge  which  should  be  borne  mostly  by  mailers,  who  have  benefited 
from  the  delay  in  postage  increases  while  other  costs  in  the  economy 
have  been  rising.  Since  it  is  unlikely  that  the  nearly  $3  billion  au- 
thorized would  be  fully  appropriated,  and  since  no  provision  is  made 
for  the  adjustment  of  rates  by  the  Postal  Service  to  the  extent  appro- 
priations fail,  the  enactment  of  section  2  would  apparently  require 
the  Postal  Service  to  absorb  still  further  deficits  while  awaiting  the 
outcome  of  a  request  for  supplemental  appropriations,  before  begin- 
ning the  10-month  waiting  period  required  under  section  8. 

In  our  judgment,  it  is  apparent  that  rather  than  relying  on  fiscal 
year  1976  appropriations  increases,  the  bill  should  deal  with  the 
immediate  need  to  place  the  Postal  Service  in  a  revenue  position 
responsive  to  present  costs  by  adopting  a  provision  such  as  section  8 
of  H.R.  7718.  a  bill  now  pending  before  the  Committee,  which  would 
permit  temporary  increases  in  postal  rates  and  fees  immediately  upon 
the  filing  of  the  next  Postal  Service  proposal  for  a  permanent  adjust- 
ment. This  temporary  authority  would  permit,  for  this  one  time,  a 
new  rate  and  fee  adjustment  (either  at  once  or  in  stages)  which  could 
not  exceed  the  proposed  permanent  increases  for  any  rate  or  fee.  could 
not  exceed  the  amount  necessary  so  that  income  and  appropriations 
together  would  equal  estimated  costs,  and  would  have  to  conform  to 
the  rate  policies  of  title  39. 

CHANGING    PERMANENT    RATEMAKING    PROCEDURES 

To  deal  with  the  need  for  permanent  improvements  in  the  postal 
ratemaking  procedures.  H.R.  8603  proposes  three  sets  of  changes, 
which  generally  would  not  be  applied  to  the  rate  and  classification 
proceedings  now  pending.  Most  importantly,  sections  7  and  8  propose 
to  amend  39  U.S.C.  §§  36:24  and  3641.  respectively,  to  require  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  to  provide  the  Governors  of  the  Postal  Service 
with    recommended    decisions   on    rate    and    classification    proposals 
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within  10  months  of  their  submission  and  to  permit  the  Postal  Service 
to  put  temporary  changes  into  effect  if  the  Commission  does  not  meet 
its  deadline.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  fees  for  postal 
services  could  not  exceed  the  proposed  permanent  rates  and  fees. 
Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  fees  or  in  the  mail  classification 
schedule  would  remain  in  effect  for  up  to  150  days  following  the  trans- 
mission of  a  recommended  decision.  This  would  allow  time  for  the 
required  consideration  of  a  recommended  decision  by  the  Governors 
and  the  possible  reconsideration  by  the  Commission  provided  for 
under  39  U.S.C.  §  3625,  and  adequate  public  notice  of  the  final 
changes. 

We  believe  that  10  months  should  be  a  sufficient  time  to  provide  a 
fair  and  comprehensive  rate  or  classification  proceeding  in  which  all 
interested  parties  will  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  present  their 
views.  Certainly  experience  has  shown  that  we  cannot  afford  the  lux- 
ury of  extending  the  proceedings  for  any  longer  period,  so  that  the 
cost  and  revenue  questions  under  debate  are  mooted  by  the  passage  of 
time  and  the  system  which  such  proceedings  exist  to  support  is  brought 
to  the  point  of  peril.  The  framers  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
expected  that  authority  to  institute  temporary  rate  increases,  90  days 
after  a  proposal,  to  one-third  greater  than  the  last-approved  perma- 
nent rate,  would  provide  the  necessary  encouragement  to  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  participants  "to  expedite  the  proceedings  and  not  create 
unnecessary  delays."  116  Cong.  Rec.  27606  (1970)  (remarks  of  Mr. 
Udall).  Since  that  hope  has  not  been  realized,  we  believe  that  impos- 
ing a  statutory  time  limit  is  needed  to  produce  the  necessary  tight 
scheduling  for  each  step  of  the  process  and  disciplined  insistence  on 
time-saving  procedures  wherever  possible. 

This  amendment  would  postpone  the  earliest  date  upon  which  the 
Postal  Service  may  impose  temporary  rates  from  the  present  90  days 
following  a  reauest  for  a  recommended  decision  to  no  earlier  than  ten 
months  following  such  a  request.  While  we  would  prefer  that  the  90- 
day  waiting  period  be  retained,  we  would  consider  the  additional  7- 
month  extension  an  acceptable  price  to  pay,  once  the  present  outdated 
rates  are  brought  into  line  with  current  costs,  if  we  can  indeed  be  as- 
sured that  a  recommended  decision  will  be  forthcoming  within  that 
10-month  period. 

The  second  major  change  proposed  by  the  bill  with  respect  to  perma- 
nent procedures  deals  with  the  nature  of  the  proceedings  to  be  held  by 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  In  our  opinion,  the  bill  is  not  entirely  con- 
sistent in  this  regard.  Section  6(a) ,  (c)  would  amend  39  U.S.C.  §§  3624 
(a),  3661(c)  to  delete  the  present  requirement  that  the  Commission 
conduct  proceedings  relating  to  rate,  classification,  and  service  changes 
"on  the  record  under  sections  556  and  557  of  title  5",  which  provide  for 
administrative  trails.  Presumably,  the  intent  is  to  have  the  Commis- 
sion instead  conduct  less  formal  proceedings  patterned  upon  legisla- 
tive hearings.  This  is  consistent  with  the  amendment  proposed  by 
section  6(b),  which  would  modify  the  scope  of  judicial  review  under 
39  U.S.C.  §  3628  and  5  U.S.C.  §  706  to  that  appropriate  for  an  informal 
proceeding  short  of  formal  adjudication.  However,  present  39  U.S.C. 
§  3624(b),  which  provides  for  such  formal  procedures  as  prehearing 
conferences  and  discovery  and  which  permits  proceedings  off  the  rec- 
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ord  only  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  would  not  be  changed.  In 
addition,  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  would  be  permitted  to  extend 
the  10-month  deadline  proposed  under  section  7  to  the  extent  that  it 
found  that  the  Postal  Service  had  delayed  the  proceeding  by  failing 
to  respond  within  a  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order.  It  is  not  clear, 
if  the  required  hearings  are  to  be  legislative  in  character,  what  kind 
of  order  appropriate  to  such  a  proceeding  could  result  in  such  a  delay 
by  the  Postal  Service.  Indeed,  it  seems  that  any  recommended  decision 
built  around  an  informal  legislative  hearing  unquestionably  should  be 
forthcoming  well  within  the  10-month  limit.  If  the  hearings  are  to  be 
informal,  the  bill  should  not  provide  any  means  of  extending  the 
deadline. 

As  indicated  during  our  testimony  on  H.R.  2445  before  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Postal  Service  earlier  this  year,  we  favor  the  use  of  informal 
recommended  decisions  with  respect  to  mail  classification  and  advisory 
rulemaking  procedures  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  in  developing 
opinions  with  respect  to  service  changes  specified  in  39  U.S.C.  §  3661. 
Decisions  with  respect  to  these  matters  require  basic  policy  judgments 
which  can  best  be  handled  in  this  manner.  We  would  provide  simply 
that  the  Commission  shall  consider  these  matters  in  accordance  with 
5  U.S.C.  £  553  except  that  the  opportunity  for  oral  presentation  shall 
be  required. 

We  do  not  favor  relaxing  the  present  requirement  for  formal  adjudi- 
cation in  the  case  of  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  fees  for 
postal  services.  In  our  judgment,  the  opportunity  for  discovery  and 
cross-examination  is  more  critical  in  developing  equitable  rates  and 
fees  than  in  determining  the  mail  classification  schedule.  However,  in 
our  judgment,  the  present  intermediate  level  of  decision  should  be  elim- 
inated and  the  Commission  itself  should  be  required  to  hear  the  full 
proceeding.  The  bill  apparently  contemplates  this  change  by  proposing 
to  require  that  "the  Commission  shall  hold  hearings."  With  this  modi- 
fication and  with  proper  discipline,  we  believe  that  a  formal  postal  rate 
proceeding  and  the  required  recommended  decision  ordinarily  can  be 
completed  within  a  10-month  period. 

Even  if  the  bill  were  amended  to  preserve  formal  hearings  in  the 
case  of  rate  determinations,  we  believe  that  giving  the  Commission  the 
authority  under  proposed  39  U.S.C.  §  3624(c)  (2)  to  extend  the  10- 
month  deadline  by  attributing  the  delay  to  the  Postal  Service  might 
still  be  counter-productive.  The  10-month  period  certainly  will  not 
suffice  unless  the  proceeding  focuses  more  strictly  on  expediting  the 
business  at  hand  than  has  been  the  practice  in  the  past,  when  it  has 
been  considered  appropriate  to  permit  all  parties  to  obtain  complex 
discovery  of  interesting  background  information  of  only  marginal 
relevance  at  best.  If  the  provision  for  extending  the  10-month  deadline 
is  retained,  we  believe  that  as  an  absolute  minimum,  such  an  extension 
should  require  the  unanimous  vote  of  the  Commission  and  it  should 
be  clarified  that  such  authority  would  be  available  only  in  the  event  of 
specific  and  deliberate  attempts  to  delay  proceedings  which  could 
otherwise  have  been  concluded  within  10  months  by  denying  informa- 
tion material  to  a  recommended  decision.  If  revenues  needed  to  main- 
tain adequate  postal  services  are  denied  by  postponing  both  a  recom- 
mendation on  permanent  changes  and  the  availability  of  authority 
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for  temporary  increases,  those  who  need  postal  services,  not  the  man- 
agers of  the  Postal  Service,  are  the  ones  who  are  penalized. 

A  third  group  of  permanent  changes  proposed  by  the  bill  are  the 
amendments  contained  in  sections  3  through  5,  dealing  with  the  selec- 
tion, budget,  and  administrative  procedures  of  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission. The  Postal  Service  has  no  objection  to  these  proposals. 

COLLATERAL   MATTERS 

In  Subcommittee,  several  amendments  were  added  which  are  ir- 
relevant to  the  central  character  of  the  bill  as  an  emergency  package  to 
avert  an  imminent  financial  breakdown  in  the  Postal  Service  and  to 
place  ratemaking  on  a  basis  under  which  it  can  begin  to  establish  the 
relationship  between  postal  revenues  and  costs  intended  by  Postal  Re- 
organization. There  remain  a  great  number  of  other  issues  raised  by 
H.R.  15511  in  the  93rd  Congress  and  H.R.  2445  in  the  present  Session 
which  are  awaiting  further  consideration  by  the  Committee  after  this 
emergency  legislation  is  completed.  The  extraneous  amendments 
adopted  in  Subcommittee  can  only  complicate  the  progress  of  the  cen- 
tral proposals  of  this  package. 

The  Postal  Service  strongly  opposes  the  amendment  placed  in  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  bill  which  would  amend  39  U.S.C.  §  2401(b)(2)  to  re- 
quire existing  modes  of  delivery  service  to  be  retained  and  new  ad- 
dresses to  be  given  delivery  to  the  door,  except  as  provided  by  local 
governments.  In  the  first  place,  we  believe  that  such  an  abdication  of 
Federal  responsibility  for  administering  Federal  services  would  be 
subject  to  serious  question  under  the  Constitution.  A  fuller  examina- 
tion of  that  issue  is  presented  in  a  memorandum  attached  to  this  re- 
port. Even  if  the  amendment  could  be  legally  upheld,  it  would  be  bad 
Federal  policy  and  precedent,  in  our  view.  The  proposal  would  not  re- 
tain for  the  Federal  Government  any  means  of  insuring  that  recipients 
of  Federal  postal  services  are  treated  fairly  by  the  local  officials  to 
whom  control  over  the  mode  of  postal  delivery  services  is  delegated. 
The  "approval"  or  "disapproval"  of  particular  citizens'  desired  form 
of  delivery  could  depend  on  the  power  or  influence  of  the  petitioning 
parties.  In  addition,  the  proposal  would  not  permit  the  Postal  Service 
to  assure  that  delivery  services  will  be  administered  in  a  rational  man- 
ner. There  would  be  no  requirement  that  types  of  delivery  services  pro- 
vided for  adjacent  addresses  follow  a  consistent  pattern.  Even  in  a 
community  where  all  deliveries  are  not  made  at  the  curbline,  the  local 
government  apparently  could  require  that  new  houses  be  served  at  the 
door.  This  could  eventually  turn  delivery  routes  into  a  patchwork 
quilt  of  mixed  modes  of  delivery  that  would  be  inefficient  and  ex- 
pensive and  could  make  delivery  services  appear  completely  irrational 
to  neighbors  treated  inconsistently. 

The  irresponsibility  of  such  a  delegation  to  local  communities  is  il- 
lustrated further  by  the  vagueness  and  indisputable  overbreadth  of 
the  provision,  which  would  be  a  nightmare  to  administer.  The  proposal 
would  require  continuation  of  "the  delivery  service  requirement  in 
effect",  absent  local  approval  of  a  change.  Postal  Service  delivery  serv- 
ice requirements  could  be  interpreted  to  include  such  substantive  pol- 
icies presumably  outside  the  scope  of  concern  of  the  provision's  sup- 
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porters  as  the  frequency  of  deliveries,  or  purely  administrative  matters, 
such  as  the  choice  between  walking  and  park-and-loop  delivery  routes. 
There  is  certainly  no  reason  to  assume  that  local  authorities  would 
be  uninterested  in  attempting  to  assert  jurisdiction  over  such  matters. 
To  the  extent  that  delivery  service  requirements  are  delegated  to  local 
control,  it  would  probably  be  impossible  for  the  Postal  Service  to  ob- 
tain the  thousands  of  approvals  necessary  to  apply  any  innovations 
uniformly  for  the  benefit  of  all  citizens. 

Further,  it  would  not  be  clear  in  many  cases  what  is  the  "unit  of 
general  local  government"  to  which  responsibility  would  be  delegated. 
Many  states  have  delegated  various  state  functions  to  a  number  of 
local  bodies  with  overlapping  jurisdiction.  Additional  administrative 
problems  would  be  created  because  postal  administrative  boundaries 
often  do  not  coincide  with  local  political  jurisdiction.  Moreover,  there 
would  be  great  doubt,  which  might  often  require  litigation,  as  to 
whether  an  attempted  local  exercise  of  "disapproval"  or  "approval''  by 
a  particular  local  agency  would  suffice.  The  bill  provides  no  procedural 
standards  for  such  action.  In  each  case,  whether  a  particular  action 
would  be  sufficient  could  depend  on  the  vagaries  of  state  and  local  law. 
This  could  mean  that  the  local  postmaster  would  be  required  to  obtain 
advice  of  counsel  in  order  to  know  how  to  proceed  with  each  extension 
of  service.  In  addition,  there  would  be  no  clear  demarcation,  under 
proposed  39  U.S.C.  §  2401  (-2)  (c).  of  the  point  in  time  at  which  failure 
of  the  local  government  to  disapprove  proposed  curbline  service  would 
be  established.  The  Postal  Service  and  its  customers  cannot  be  expected 
to  shift  delivery  routes  back  and  forth  and  uproot  and  restore  boxes 
as  local  views  and  administrations  change. 

Finally,  there  would  be  no  exemption  for  rural  delivery  areas  or 
houses  with  large  set-backs.  This  could  mean  that  when  a  new  farm 
residence  is  built,  the  local  authorities,  in  their  discretion,  could  re- 
quire national  ratepayers  and  taxpayers  to  finance  delivery  service  to 
the  farmhouse  door,  no  matter  what  the  cost.  This  could  also  be  the 
case  with  respect  to  exclusive  city  neighborhoods  with  large  estates,  no 
matter  how  far  the  houses  are  recessed  from  the  street. 

The  Postal  Service  also  strongly  opposes  section  9,  which  would 
amend  39  U.S.C.  §  3626  to  create  narrow,  special-interest  exemptions 
from  the  general  rules  of  eligibility  for  reduced  rates  of  postage  under 
that  section.  Proposed  section  3626(b)  would  define  as  "periodical  pub- 
lications" eligible  for  second  class  rates  catalogs  and  course  listings  of 
institutions  of  higher  learning  and  loose-leaf  supplements  of  treaties 
or  compilations.  This  provision  is  identical  to  that  proposed  by  H.R. 
7735.  A  copy  of  the  Postal  Service  report  on  that  bill  is  appended  to 
this  report.  Proposed  section  3626(d)  would  extend  special  second- 
class  postage  rates  to  one  conservation  publication  published  by  an 
agency  of  a  State  which  is  responsible  for  management  and  conserva- 
tion of  the  fish  or  wildlife  resources  of  the  State.  The  Postal  Service 
report  opposing  an  identical  provision,  section  1  of  H.R.  2813,  also  is 
appended  to  this  report.  Proposed  section  3626  (c)  would  extend  special 
second-  and  third-class  postage  rates  to  political  committees  eligible 
to  receive  tax  credit  contributions  under  26  U.S.C.  §  41(c)  (1)  "(C), 
(D).  We  oppose  this  provision  for  many  of  the  same  reasons  expressed 
in  the  reports  on  H.R.  2813  and  H.R.  7735.  It  undermines  the  integrity 
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of  a  rational  mail  classification  schedule  to  write  into  law  narrow 
special-interest  exemptions  from  the  standard  definitions  of  the 
schedule. 

The  Postal  Service  also  opposes  the  amendment  in  section  2  of  the 
bill,  modified  in  Subcommittee,  which  is  intended  to  deny  part  of  the 
benefit  of  public  service  funds,  if  appropriated,  to  fourth-class  mail- 
ers. It  would  be  inconsistent  to  provide  general  public  service  subsidies 
on  the  theory  that  the  entire  mail  delivery  system  is  a  public  benefit, 
but  to  treat  a  particular  class  of  mail  as  if  that  were  not  the  case.  Even 
if  it  were  appropriate  to  protect  Postal  Service  competitors  by  sub- 
sidizing only  those  rates  covering  classes  of  mail  over  which  the  Postal 
Service  generally  has  a  monopoly,  that  principle  could  not  justify  this 
provision  because  second-class  and  certain  other  mailings  besides 
fourth-class  may  be  carried  outside  the  mails. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Postal  Service  strongly  favors  establishing  a  10-month  limit 
on  the  rate  proceedings  leading  to  a  recommended  decision  of  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission.  However,  Ave  believe  that  much  of  the  re- 
mainder of  H.R.  8603  strays  from  the  crucial  task  of  providing  an 
immediate  means  of  starting  to  equalize  Postal  Service  receipts  with 
payroll  and  other  costs  and  consider  on  the  whole  that  the  bill  in  its 
present  form  simply  would  be  ineffectual  in  that  regard.  Accordingly, 
we  would  urge  substantial  modifications  to  the  bill  as  indicated  in  the 
foregoing. 

Sincerely, 

Louis  A.  Cox, 
General  Counsel. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  Rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re- 
ported, are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 

TITLE  39,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

Chapter  4. — General  Authority 

Sec. 

401.  General  powers  of  the  Postal  Service. 

402.  Delegation  of  authority. 

403.  General  duties. 

404.  Specific  powers. 

405.  Printing  of  illustrations  of  United  States  postage  stamps. 

406.  Postal  services  at  Armed  Forces  installations. 

407.  International  postal  arrangements. 

408.  International  money-order  exchanges. 

409.  Suits  by  and  against  the  Postal  Service. 

410.  Application  of  other  Jaws. 
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411.     Cooperation  with  other  Government  agencies. 
•412.     Nondisclosure  of  lists  of  names  and  address. 
4.13.     Reporting  requirements. 

******* 

§  Jfl3.  Reporting  requirements 

(a)  The  Postal  Service  shall  keep  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  fully 
and  currently  info?vned  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  Postal 
Service.  The  Postal  Service  shall  furnish  to  the  Commission  informa- 
tion with  respect  to — 

(1)  internal  Postal  Service  management  matters; 

(2)  plans  and  policies  of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to  pro- 
posed changes  in  the  nature  of  postal  services;  and 

(3)  evaluations  undertaken  by  or  at  the  direction  of  the  Postal 
Service  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service. 

(b)  The  Postal  Service  shall  furnish  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
any  information  which  the  Commission  considers  necessary  or  appro- 
priate for  the  effective  evaluation  of  the  operation  of  the  Postal 
Service. 


Chapter  24. — Appropriations  axd  Annual  Report 
Sec. 

2401.  Appropriations. 

2402.  Annual  report. 

§  2401.  Appropriations. 

(a)  There  are  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  all  revenues  re- 
ceived by  the  Postal  Service. 

[(b)  (1)  As  reimbursement  to  the  Postal  Service  for  public  service 
costs  incurred  by  it  in  providing  a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and 
regular  postal  service  nationwide,  in  communities  where  post  offices 
may  not  be  deemed  self-sustaining,  as  elsewhere,  there  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  the  following  amounts : 

[(A)  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1972  through  1979,  an  amount 
equal  to  10  percent  of  the  sum  appropriated  to  the  former  Post 
Office  Department  by  Act  of  Congress  for  its  use  in  fiscal  year 
1971; 

[(B)  for  fiscal  year  1980,  an  amount  equal  to  9  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

[(C)  for  fiscal  year  1981,  an  amount  equal  to  8  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

[(D)  for  fiscal  year  1982,  an  amount  equal  to  7  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

[(E)  for  fiscal  year  1983,  an  amount  equal  to  6  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

[(F)  for  fiscal  year  1984,  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ;  and 

[(G)   except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971. 
[(2)   After  fiscal  year  1984,  the  Postal  Service  may  reduce  the  per- 
centage figure  in  paragraph  (1)  (G)  of  this  subsection,  including  a 
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reduction  to  0,  if  the  Postal  Service  finds  that  the  amounts  determined 
under  such  paragraph  are  no  longer  required  to  operate  the  Postal 
Service  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title. 

[(3)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  amounts  to  be  appropriated 
under  the  subsection,  shall  present  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress  a  comprehensive  statement  of  its  compliance  with  the 
public  service  cost  policy  established  under  section  101(b)  of  this 
title.] 

(h)(1)  There  is  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1976,  and  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  September  30,  1977,  1978,  and  1979,  an  amount  equal  to 
$35  multiplied  hy  the  number  of  delivery  addresses  estimated 
hy  the  Postal  Service  to  he  served  during  the  fiscal  year  involved. 
There  is  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
for  the  period  commencing  July  1,  1976,  and  ending  September  30, 
1976,  an  amount  equal  to  one-fourth  the  amount  authorized  under 
this  subsection  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1976. 

(2)  (A)  The  appropriations  authorized  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  he 
used  to  reimburse  the  Postal  Service  for  the  costs  of  maintaining  a  sys- 
tem which  shall  provide  a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and  regular 
postal  services  throughout  the  Nation,  and  which  is  available  to  serve 
the  entire  public  regardless  of  particular  individual  usage. 

(B)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph  (C),  the  Postal  Service 
shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent  resi- 
dential addresses  (other  than  apartment  building  addresses).  The 
Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  in  any  case  in  which  the 
unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  over  the  address 
involved  has  adopted  zoning  ordinances  in  the  interest  of  protecting 
the  public  safety  which  prohibit  the  construction  or  maintenance  of 
any  structure  on  the  property  adjacent  to  the  curbline. 

(C)  The  Postal  Service  may  provide  cluster  box  delivery  service 
for  any  pei^manent  residential  address  in  any  case  in  which  a  unit  of 
general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  over  such  address  spe- 
cifically approves  the  provision  of  such  cluster  box  delivery  service. 

(3)  Appropriations  made  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  expended  or  utilized  in  such  a  manner  as  to  effect  a  reduc- 
tion of  more  than  10  percent  in  the  applicable  postal  rates  or  fees 
established  under  chapter  36  of  this  title  for  zone-rated  mail  matter 
formerly  entered  under  former  chapter  67  of  this  title. 

(If.)  The  levels  of  service  described  in  paragraph  (2)  (B)  and  para- 
graph (2)  (C)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  required  to  be  provided  only 
during  any  period  for  which  the  appropriations  authorized  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  have  been  appropriated  by  the 
Congress. 

(5)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  an  amount  to  be  appropriated 
under  this  subsection,  shall  present  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress  a  comprehensive  statement  of  its  compliance  with  the 
public  service  cost  policy  established  under  section  101  (b)  of  this  title. 


Part  IV. — Mail  Matter 
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UlIAPTER    36. l'OSTAL    KATES,    <,   LASSES,    AND    SERVICES 

SUBCHAPTER    I. — POSTAL    KATE    COMMISSION 

3601.  Establishment. 

3602.  Terms  of  office. 

3603.  Rules;  regulations;  procedures. 

3604.  Administration. 

3605.  Hi '/'/'(  w  and  hearings. 
******* 

SUBCHAPTER    I. FOSTAL    RATE    COMMISSION 

§  3601.  Establishment. 

[There  is  established,  as  an  independent  establishment  of  the  execu- 
tive branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  composed  of  5  Commissioners  appointed  by  the  President. 
not  more  than  3  of  whom  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  political  party. 
One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as  Chairman  by,  and 
shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  the  pleasure  of,  the  Presi- 
dent. The  Commissioners  shall  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  profes- 
sional qualifications  and  may  be  removed  only  in  accordance  with 
section  7521  of  title  5.] 

(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an  independent  establishment 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The 
Commission  is  composed  of  5  C  ommissioners,  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commis- 
sioners shall  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications 
and  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more  than 
3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  political  party. 

(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the  expiration  of 
his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except  that  such  Commis- 
sioner may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for  more  than  1  year  after  the  date 
upon  which  his  term  otherwise  would  expire  under  section  3602  of 
this  title. 

(c)  One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as  Chairman  by, 
and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  the  pleasure  of,  the 
President. 

(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  designate  a  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chairman  shall  act  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  in  the  absence  of  the  Chairman. 

******* 

[§  3604.  Administration. 

[(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  have  the 
administrative  responsibility  for  assigning  the  business  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  the  other  Commissioners  and  to  the  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Commission.  All  final  acts  of  the  Commissions  shall  be  by  a  vote  of  an 
absolute  majority  thereof. 

[(b)  The  Commission  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  supplies,  and 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  officers  and  employees,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry  out  its  functions. 
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The  officers  and  employees  so  appointed  (1)  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of 
compensation,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee  ben- 
efits, established  under  chapter  10  or  12  of  this  title,  as  appropriate, 
under  chapter  10  or  12  of  this  title,  as  appropriate,  and  (2)  shall  be  re- 
sponsible solely  to  the  Commissioners. 

[(c)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  periodically  prepare  and  submit  to 
the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commission's  expenses,  including 
but  not  limited  to  expenses  for  facilities,  supplies,  compensation,  and 
employee  benefits.  The  budget  shall  be  considered  approved — 

[(A)  as  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in  accordance  with 
clause  (B)  of  this  paragraph :  or 

[(B)  as  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office,  by  unanimous 
written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount  of  money  requested  in  the 
budget. 
Clause  (B)  shall  not  be  constructed  to  authorized  the  Governors  to  ad- 
just any  item  included  within  the  budget. 

[(2)  Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  this  title. 

[(d)  The  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall 
apply  to  the  Commission,  as  a  appropriate  J 

360 If.  Administration. 

(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  be  the  prin- 
cipal executive  officer  of  the  Commission.  The  Chairman  shall  exercise 
or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the  executive  and  administrative  functions 
of  the  Commission,  including  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect 
to  (1)  the  appointment  and  supervision  of  personnel  employed  under 
the  Commission,  (2)  the  distribution  of  business  among  such  personnel, 
and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the  use  and  expenditure  of 
funds. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this  section,  the  Chair- 
man shall  be  governed  by  the  general  policies  of  the  Commission. 

(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  sueh  facilities  and  supplies  as  may  be 
necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry  out  its  functions.  Any  of- 
ficer or  employee  appointed  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of 
compensation,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee 
benefits,  established  under  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title,  as 
appropriate. 

(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2),  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4-10  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall  apply  to  the  Com/mission,  as 
appropriate. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  relat- 
ing to  the  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets,  and  the  provisions 
of  any  Federal  law  relating  to  the  preparation  and  presentation  of 
budgets,  shall  apply  to  the  Commission. 

§  3605.  Review  and  hearings 

(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  initiate 
reviews  and  hearings  with  respect  to  the  activities  of  the  Board  of 
Governors  and  the  Postal  Service  under  this  chapter. 

(b)  Any  hearing  initiated  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  under 
this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  section  362 If. (a)  of  this  title. 


79 


(c)  (1)  The  Postal  Bate  Commission  may  issue  subpenas,  signed  by 
the  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  to  compel  the  production  of  evidence 
and  the  testimony  of  witnesses  with  respect  to  any  hearing  held  by  the 
Commission  under  this  chapter. 

(2)  Any  appropriate  district  court  of  the  United  States  may.  upon 
petition  by  the  Commission,  in  case  of  refusal  to  obey  a  subpena  of  the 
Commission  issued  under  this  subsection,  issue  an  order  requiring 
compliance  with  such  subpena.  Any  failure  to  obey  such  order  may  be 
punished  by  such  district  court  as  a  contempt  thereof. 

******* 

§3622.  Bates  and  fees. 

(a)  From  time  to  time  the  Postal  Service  shall  request  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  to  submit  a  recommended  decision  on  changes  in  a 
rate  or  rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services  if  the 
Postal  Service  determines  that  such  changes  would  be  in  the  public 
interest  and  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title.  The  Postal 
Service  may  submit  such  suggestions  for  rate  adjustments  as  it  deems 
suitable. 

(b)  Upon  receiving  a  request,  the  Commission  shall  make  a  recom- 
mended decision  on  the  request  for  changes  in  rates  or  fees  in  each 
class  of  mail  or  type  of  service  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this 
title  and  the  following  f actors : 

(1)  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  fair  and  equitable 
schedule ; 

(2)  the  value  of  the  mail  service  actually  provided  each  class 
or  type  of  mail  service  to  both  the  sender  and  the  recipient,  in- 
cluding but  not  limited  to  the  collection,  mode  of  transportation, 
and  priority  of  delivery  ; 

(3)  the  requirement  that  each  class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail 
service  bear  the  direct  and  indirect  postal  costs  attributable  to 
that  class  or  type  plus  that  portion  of  all  other  costs  of  the  Postal 
Service  reasonably  assignable  to  such  class  or  type : 

(4)  the  effect  of  rate  increases  upon  the  general  public,  business 
mail  users,  and  enterprises  in  the  private  sector  of  the  economy 
engaged  in  the  delivery  of  mail  matter  other  than  letters; 

(5)  the  available  alternative  means  of  sending  and  receiving 
letters  and  other  mail  matter  at  reasonable  costs ; 

(6)  the  degree  of  preparation  of  mail  for  delivery  into  the 
postal  system  performed  by  the  mailer  and  its  effect  upon  reduc- 
ing costs  to  the  Postal  Service ; 

(7)  simplicity  of  structure  for  the  entire  schedule  and  simple, 
identifiable  relationships  between  the  rates  or  fees  charged  the 
various  classes  of  mail  for  postal  services ;  [and] 

(8)  the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and  informational  value 
to  the  recipient  of  mail  matter;  and 

[(8)3  (9)  such  other  factors  as  the  Commission  deems  appro- 
priate. 

******* 
§  3624.  Recommended  decisions  of  Commission. 

[(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  promptly  consider  a  request 
made  under  section  3622  or  3623  of  this  title,  except  that  the  Commis- 
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sion  shall  not  recommend  a  decision  until  the  opportunity  for  a  hearing 
on  the  record  under  sections  556  and  557  of  title  5  has  been  accorded  to 
the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails,  and  an  officer  of  the  Commission 
who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the  interests  of  the  general  public] 

(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  promptly  consider  any  re- 
quest made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  or  section  3623  of 
this  title.  In  the  course  of  such  consideration,  the  Commission  shall 
hold  hearings  and  give  reasonable  public  notice  thereof,  and  shall 
afford  reasonable  opportunity  for  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails, 
and  an  officer  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the 
interests  of  the  general  public,  to  be  present,  and  to  present  data  and 
arguments,  at  any  such  hearing. 

(b)  In  order  to  conduct  its  proceedings  with  utmost  expedition  con- 
sistent with  procedural  fairness  to  the  parties,  the  Commission  may 
(without  limitation)  adopt  rules  which  provide  for — 

(1)  the  advance  submission  of  written  direct  testimony ; 

(2)  the  conduct  of  prehearing  conferences  to  define  issues,  and 
for  other  purposes  to  insure  orderly  and  expeditious  proceedings ; 

(3)  discovery  both  from  the  Postal  Service  and  the  parties  to 
the  proceedings ; 

(4)  limitation  of  testimony;  and 

(5)  the  conduct  of  the  entire  proceedings  off  the  record  with 
the  consent  of  the  parties. 

(c)  {1).  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2),  in  any  case  in  which 
the  Postal  Service  makes  a  request  under  section  3622  of  this  title  for 
a  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  or 
rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services,  or  a  request  under 
section  3623(b)  of  this  title  for  a  recommended  decision  by  the  Com- 
mission on  changes  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  the  Commission 
shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors  under  sub- 
section (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months  after  receiving  any 
such  request  from  the  Postal  Service. 

(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  consideration  of  a  request  made  by 
the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  or  section  3623(b)  by  failing  to 
respond  within  a  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Com/mis- 
sion, the  Commission  may  extend  the  10-month  period  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  sueh  delay. 

[(c)]  (d)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision 
in  a  rate,  fee,  or  classification  matter  to  the  Governors.  The  recom- 
mended decision  shall  include  a  statement  specifically  responsive  to 
the  criteria  established  under  section  3622  or  3623,  as  the  case  may  be. 

(e)  Any  fiscal  action  of  the  Commission  under  section  3622,  3623, 
3661,  or  3662  of  this  title  shall  be  made  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  the 
Commissioners  in  office. 

******* 

§  3626.     Reduced  rates. 

(a)  If  the  rates  of  postage  for  any  class  of  mail  or  kind  of  mailer 
under  former  sections  4358,  4351,  4421,  4422,  4452,  or  4554  of  this  title, 
as  such  rates  existed  on  the  effective  date  of  this  subchapter,  are,  on  the 
effective  date  of  the  first  rate  decision  under  this  subchapter  affecting 
that  class  or  kind,  less  than  the  rates  established  by  such  decision,  a 
separate  rate  schedule  shall  be  adopted  for  that  class  or  kind  effective 
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eacn  Lime  rates  are  esiaou&neu  or  enaiigeu  unuei  mis  suucnapiei,  witii 
annual  increases  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable,  so  that — 

(1)  the  revenues  received  from  rates  for  mail  under  former  sec- 
tions 4358,  4452  (b)  and  (c),  4554  (b)  and  (c)  shall  not,  on  and 
after  the  first  day  of  the  tenth  year  following  the  effective  date 
of  the  first  rate  decision  applicable  to  that  class  or  kind,  exceed 
the  direct  and  indirect  postal  costs  attributable  to  mail  of  such 
class  or  kind  (excluding  all  other  costs  of  the  Postal  Service) ; 
and 

(2)  the  rates  for  mail  under  sections  4359,  4421,  4422,  4452(a), 
and  4554(a)1  shall  be  equal,  on  and  after  the  first  day  of  the  fifth 
year  following  the  effective  date  of  the  first  rate  decision  applica- 
ble to  that  class  or  kind,  to  the  rates  that  would  have  been  in  effect 
for  such  mail  if  this  subsection  had  not  been  enacted. 

Xo  person  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  mail  matter  under  for- 
mer section  4359  of  this  title  shall  mail  such  matter  at  the  rates  pro- 
vided under  this  subsection  unless  he  files  annually  with  the  Postal 
Service  a  written  request  for  permission  to  mail  matter  at  such  rates. 

(b)  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "periodical  publications", 
as  used  in  former  section  4851  of  this  title,  includes  (A)  any  catalog  or 
other  course  listing  issued  by  any  institution  of  higher  education;  and 
(B)  any  looseleaf  page  or  report  (including  any  index,  instruction  for 
filing,  table,  or  sectional  identifier  which  is  an  integral  part  of  such 
report)  which  is  designed  for  inclusion  in  any  treatise  or  compilation. 

(2)  Any  material  described  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  qualify  to  be  en- 
tered and  mailed  as  second  class  mail  in  accordance  tcith  former  sec- 
tion 4352  through  former  section  4-357  of  this  title. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  "institution  of  higher 
education'  has  the  meaning  given  it  by  section  1201  (a)  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  1141(a)). 

(c)  In  the  administration  of  this  section  a  committee  qualified  far 
tax  credit  contributions  under  section  41(c)  (1)  (C)  and  (D)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  shall  be  considered  a  qualified  nonprofit  or- 
ganization under  former  sections  4452(d)  and  435S(j)(2)  of  this 
title. 

(d)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  one  conservation  publi- 
cation published  by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is  responsible  for 
management  and  conservation  of  the  fish  or  wildlife  resources  of  such 
State  shall  be  considered  a  publication  of  a  qualified  nonprofit  organi- 
zation which  qualifies  for  rates  of  postage  under  former  section  4358 
(d)  of  this  title. 


SUBCHAPTER    III TEMPORARY   RATES    AXD    CLASSES 

[§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes. 

[(a)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit  to  the  Gov- 
ernors within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  submitted,  or  within 
30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  resubmitted,  to  the  Commission  a 
request  for  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or 
in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classification 
schedule  (after  such  schedule  is  established  under  section  3623  of  this 
title) ,  the  Postal  Service,  upon  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 
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may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for 
postal  service,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  it  considers  ap- 
propriate to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title.  Any  temporary 
change  shall  be  effective  for  a  period  ending  not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  Commission  has  transmitted  its  recommended  decision  to  the 
Governors. 

[(b)  If,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders  a  matter  re- 
turned to  the  Commission  for  further  consideration,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, with  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  may  place  into  effect  tem- 
porary changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the 
mail  classification  schedule. 

[(c)  A  rate  of  postage  for  a  class  of  mail  or  a  fee  for  a  postal  serv- 
ice under  a  temporary  change  under  this  section  may  not  exceed  the 
lesser  of  (1)  the  rate  or  fee  requested  for  such  class  or  service,  (or  (2) 
a  rate  or  fee  which  is  more  than  one-third  greater  than  the  permanent 
rate  or  fee  in  effect  for  that  class  or  service  at  the  time  a  permanent 
change  in  the  rate  or  fee  of  such  class  or  service  is  requested  under 
section  3622  of  this  title. J 

§  36Jfl.     Temporary  changes  in  rules  and  classes 

(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Bate  Commission  fails  to  trans- 
mit a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees 
for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classification  schedule, 
to  the  Governors  in  accordance  with  section  3624(c)  of  this  title,  the 
Postal  Service  may  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in 
fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  temporary  changes  may 
take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal  Service  may  determine,  except 
that  such  temporary  changes  may  take  effect  only  after  10  days'9  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Postal  Service 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed  such  amount  as  may  be 
necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to  assure  that  the  total  estimated  in- 
come, including  appropriations,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  be  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

(c)  The  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary  rate  for  a 
class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  service  which  is  more 
than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  requested  for  such  class  or  postal  service 
by  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  of  this  title. 

(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for  postal 
services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  made  by  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice under  this  section  shall  remain  in  effect  no  longer  than  150  days 
after  the  date  upon  which  the  Commission  transmits  its  recommended 
decision  to  the  Governors  under  section  3624(d)  of  this  title,  unless 
such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by  the  Governors  before  the 
expiration  of  such  period. 

SUBCHAPTER   IV. POSTAL   SERVICE    AND    COMPLAINTS 

§  3661.  Postal  services. 

(a)  The  Postal  Service  shall  develop  and  promote  adequate  and 
efficient  postal  services. 
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(b)  When  the  Postal  Service  determines  that  there  should  be  a 
change  in  the  nature  of  postal  services  which  will  generally  affect  serv- 
ice on  a  nationwide  or  substantially  nationwide  basis,  it  shall  submit 
a  proposal,  within  a  reasonable  time  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such 
proposal,  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  requesting  an  advisory  opin- 
ion on  the  change. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  not  issue  its  opinion  on  any  proposal  until 
an  opportunity  for  [hearing  on  the  record  under  sections  556  and  557 
of  title  5  has  been  accorded  to  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mail,  and 
an  officer  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the  in- 
terests of  the  general  public]  a  hearing  is  accorded  interested  parties, 
reasonable  public  notice  is  given  thereof,  and  a  reasonable  opportunity 
is  afforded  interested  parties,  including  an  officer  of  the  Commission 
who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the  interests  of  the  general  public,  to 
be  present,  and  to  present  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing. 
The  opinion  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  include  a  certification  by 
each  Commissioner  agreeing  with  the  opinion  that  in  his  judgment 
the  opinion  conforms  to  the  policies  established  under  this  title. 
(Pub.L. 


SUBCHAPTER    V. GENERAL 

******* 

§  3683.  Uniform  rates  for  books ;  films ;  other  materials. 

(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  the  rates  of 
postage  established  for  mail  matter  enumerated  in  former  section  4554 
of  this  title  shall  be  uniform  for  such  mail  of  the  same  weight,  and 
shall  not  vary  with  the  distance  transported. 

( b )  The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified  in  former  section  If55J^(a)  ( / ) 
or  JiSoJf(b)  (2)  (A)  of  this  title,  when  mailed  from  a  publisher  or  a 
distributor  to  a  school,  college,  university,  or  library  shall  be  the  rate 
currently  in  effect  for  such  mail  matter  under  the  provisions  of  former 
section  ^oo4(o)  (1)  of  this  title. 
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INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  HON.  JAMES  M.  HANLEY 

H.R.  8603,  of  which  I  was  the  principal  sponsor,  contains  many  ex- 
cellent features.  The  bill  represents  the  culmination  of  almost  three 
years  of  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal  Service  and 
the  full  Committee. 

I  believed  that  the  bill  as  reported  from  Subcommittee  was  a  realistic 
and  acceptable  approach  to  most  of  the  financial  problems  of  the  Postal 
Service.  It  provided  authorization  for  substantially  increased  appro- 
priations, simplification  of  Postal  Rate  Commission  proceedings,  and 
new  provisions  relating  to  the  implementation  of  temporary  rates. 
These  provisions  remain  in  H.R.  8603  as  reported  by  the  full 
Committee. 

However,  an  amendment  was  added  in  Committee  allowing  the 
Postal  Service  to  place  into  effect  an  immediate  temporary  rate  in- 
crease of  up  to  20%  higher  than  the  rates  now  in  effect.  I  opposed  this 
amendment  in  Committee.  I  felt  strongly  that  such  a  move  would 
effectively  place  Congress  back  into  postal  rate  making,  a  step  which 
would  be  most  unwise  at  this  time.  I  also  believed  that  such  a  provision 
would  seriously  endanger  the  chance  for  passage  of  what  was  otherwise 
a  carefully  thought-out  and  necessary  piece  of  legislation.  With  that 
exception,  I  wholeheartedly  agree  with  the  action  of  the  Committee 
and  commend  the  bill  to  my  colleagues. 

James  M.  Hanley,  Member  of  Congress. 
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INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  HON.  PAUL  SIMON 

I  am  pleased  to  co-sponsor  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1975.  The  basic  thrust  of  the  bill  meets  the  cur- 
rent financial  crisis  of  the  Postal  Service.  Although  the  heart  of  the 
bill  is  sound,  it  makes  only  cosmetic  changes  in  a  costly,  time-consum- 
ing appendage,  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  the  Postal  Service  faces  severe  financial 
troubles.  The  lofty  goal  that  Congress  sought  in  enactment  of  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  a  financially  self-sufficient  Postal 
Service,  is  not  possible.  And  while  the  Postal  Service  has  tried  to  solve 
financial  problems  by  closing  rural  post  offices,  consolidating  rural 
routes,  reducing  pickups  and  deliveries,  and  otherwise  cutting  postal 
services,  the  financial  problems  grow.  What  is  needed  is  a  re-evalua- 
tion of  the  goals  of  the  1970  Act  and  a  recognition  by  all  that  the  name 
of  this  entire  operation  is  Postal  Service  and  not  Postal  Moneymaker. 

The  subsidy  provisions  of  this  bill  will  meet  the  short  term  financial 
crisis  in  which  the  Postal  Service  finds  itself.  But  the  short  term 
solution  may  become  part  of  the  long  term  problem  unless  a  basic 
change  is  made  in  the  postal  rate-making  process.  In  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970,  Congress  removed  itself  from  the  postal 
rate-making  process.  An  independent  agency  was  to  oversee  the  fiscal 
needs  of  the  Postal  Service  and  translate  those  needs  into  equitable 
postal  rates.  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  has  failed  in  that  mission. 

The  Postal  Rate  Commission,  forced  upon  the  House  by  the  Senate 
in  a  Conference  Committee  compromise,  has  taken  over  three  years 
to  reach  a  single  decision  and  still  dallies  with  a  second.  We  can  save 
millions  by  eliminating  it. 

There  is  a  way  to  help  stabilize  the  rate  making  picture  that  would 
be  advantageous  to  both  the  mail  user  and  the  Postal  Service.  An  em- 
ployee of  the  Postal  Service  recently  told  me  that  if  we  had  allowed 
the  first  class  postal  rate  from  1901  to  1975  to  increase  at  the  same  rate 
as  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  the  current  first  class  rate  would  be  10.50. 
Graphs  supplied  by  the  Postal  Service  show  a  close  relationship 
between  the  Consumer  Price  Index  and  postal  rates. 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  is  the  mechanism  we  can  use  to  simplify 
the  rate-making  process.  This  the  Postal  Service  should  be  able  to  do 
without  congressional  review.  But  if  the  revenue  needs  of  the  Postal 
Service  are  greater  than  the  subsidy  plus  the  increase  in  Consumer 
Price  Index,  we  could  allow  the  Postal  Service  to  ask  the  House  and 
Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees  for  approval  for  rate 
increases  greater  than  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  The  Committees 
could  then  vote  to  accept  or  reject  the  requested  rates.  We  were  not 
elected  to  Congress  to  duck  the  tough  issues. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  will  argue  that  we  should  keep  Congress  out 
of  the  postal  rate  making  business.  I  contend  that  by  following  the 
guidelines  established  above,  we  generally  can  keep  Congress  out  of 
the  rate-making  process.  Only  the  Congressional  Committees  with  over- 
sight responsibility  for  the"  Postal  Service  would  become  involved. 
But  primary  reliance  would  be  on  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

Clearly  a  change  more  fundamental  than  is  now  embodied  in  H.R. 

8603  is  needed. 

Paul  Simon, 
Member  of  Congress. 


87 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


September  29,  1975 


POSTAL    REORGANIZATION    ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1975 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
on  behalf  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
(Mr.  Pepper),  I  call  up  House  Resolu- 
tion 726  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con- 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows : 

H.  Res.  726 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  8603) 
to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial 
matters  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service 

and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  con- 
tinue not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 
minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider 
the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  now  printed  in  the 
bill  as  an  original  bill  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  such  consideration,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  any  Member  may 
demand  a  separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any 
amendment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 
The  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  (Mr.  Young)  is  recognized  for  1 
hour. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Lott)  , 
pending  which  I  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  require. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
House  Resolution  726  provides  for  an 
open  rule  with  1  hour  of  general  debate 
on  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1975. 

House  Resolution  726  provides  that  it 
shall  be'in  order  to  consider  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  rec- 
ommended by  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  now  printed  in 


the  Dili  as  an  ordinal  om  lor  me  pur- 
pose of  amendment. 

H.R.  8603  provides  authorization  for 
increased  appropriations  through  fiscal 
year  1979  to  reimburse  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  public  service  costs.  It  authorizes, 
on  a  one-time  basis,  the  immediate  im- 
plementation of  a  limited  temporary 
postal  rate  increase,  and  revamps  the 
procedures  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion in  order  to  expedite  postal  rate  and 
classification  cases.  It  establishes  a  study 
commission  to  report  on  matters  relating 
to  the  Postal  Service  concerning  public 
service  and  costs,  ratemaking  proce- 
dures and  oversight  systems  for  control- 
ling postal  costs. 

H.R.  8603  insures  continuation  of 
second-class  mailing  privileges  to  college 
catalogs  and  bulletins  and  looseieaf  pub- 
lications, and  allows  magazines  pub- 
lished by  State  conservation  agencies  to 
be  mailed  at  second-class  nonprofit  rates. 
It  also  permits  national  and  State  politi- 
cal parties  to  mail  under  second-  and 
third-class  nonprofit  rates. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  LOTT  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  has  outlined  the  pro- 
visions of  House  Resolution  726,  the  rule 
allowing  for  a  1-hour,  open  rule  for  con- 
sideration of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1975,  H.R.  8603. 

I  might  point  out  that  this  is  the  fifth 
of  six  bills  that  we  have  taken  up  in  the 
last  week  and  will  be  taking  up  this  week 
from  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee.  I  want  to  urge  the  Members 
to  pay  very  close  attention  to  these,  be- 
cause these  are  not  routine  bills  but  have 
long-range,  unbelievable  impact  on  the 
Postal  Service,  retirement  benefits,  and 
other  benefits  with  relation  to  Federal 
employees. 

This  particular  bill  has  four  major 
provisions:  To  provide  authorization  for 
increased  appropriations  through  fiscal 
year  1979  to  reimburse  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  public  service  costs;  to  authorize 
on  a  one-time  basis  the  immediate  im- 
plementation of  a  limited  temporary 
postal  rate  increase  of  20  percent. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  even  though 
that  is  a  lot  of  words,  what  it  means  is 
about  2  to  3  cents  postage  stamp  in- 
crease. 

The  third  is  to  revamp  postal  rate 
commission  procedures  in  order  to  expe- 
dite postal  rate  and  classification  cases; 
and  to  establish  a  study  commission  to 
report  on  matters  relating  to  the  Postal 


Service  concerning  public  service  and 
costs,  ratemaking  procedures,  alloca- 
tions of  costs  among  the  various  classes 
of  mail,  and  oversight  systems  for  con- 
trolling postal  costs. 

Under  the  bill's  new  formula,  author- 
ization for  fiscal  year  1976  will  be  $2.6 
billion.  This  is  a  $2.6  billion  Federal  sub- 
sidy for  the  Postal  Service.  It  Is  esti- 
mated than  1  million  additional  de- 
livery addresses  are  added  to  the  Service 
each  year.  Based  on  this  estimate,  the 
additional  authorization  of  appropria- 
tions under  the  formula  would  increase 
by  $35  million  for  each  of  fiscal  years 
1977,  1978,  and  1979. 

I  think  a  little  history  is  important  in 
considering  this  bill.  The  Postal  Reor- 
ganization Act  of  1970  was  supposedly 
prompted  by  the  need  for  reforms  in 
postal  policies,  operations,  and  rates. 
This  law  created  the  U.S.  Postal  Service, 
which  began  operation  on  July  1,  1971. 
Until  1973  Congress  took  the  view  that 
the  Postal  Service  would  be  allowed  to 
operate  independently  without  congres- 
sional interference,  fully  expecting  the 
deficiencies  of  the  old  Post  Office  De- 
partment to  be  corrected  within  a  rea- 
sonable period  of  time. 

In  1973  it  became  obvious  that  these 
great  expectations  resulting  from  enact- 
ment of  postal  reform  were  not  occurring. 

In  1974  the  Postal  Service  loss  after 
having  received  some  $1.7  billion  in  ap- 
propriations, was  $448  million.  This  loss 
figure  almost  doubled  to  an  incredible 
$850  million  during  the  past  fiscal  year. 
The  projected  loss  for  fiscal  year  1976  is 
estimated  in  excess  of  $1.6  billion. 

Today  we  are  being  asked  to  subsidize 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  to  the  tune  of 
$2.6  billion  for  fiscal  year  1976  alone.  We 
are  being  asked  to  do  this  in  the  face  of 
a  request  for  a  20 -percent  postal  rate 
increase. 

I  hope  Members  are  going  to  pay  close 
attention  to  the  debate  on  this  bill  which 
is  coming  to  us  under  an  open  rule  be- 
cause we  are  doing  two  things  in  it.  We 

are  going  to  agree  to  increase  the  postage 
stamp  rate  and  also  provide  a  $2.6  billion 
subsidy  for  the  Postal  Service.  How  can 
we  do  this  in  all  good  conscience? 

I  am  constantly  being  bombarded  with 
complaints  about  the  Postal  Service  from 
my  constituents  as  I  know  all  Members 
are;  and  yet  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  the 
congressionally  independent  agency,  is 
coming  to  us  to  ask  for  this. 

I  have  no  objections  to  the  rule  granted 
this  bill,  but  I  am  opposed  to  its  purpose 
of  increased  costs  with  only  cosmetic 
changes  in  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman serves  on  the  committee  that  con- 


stantly concerns  itself  with  the  proce- 
dural matters  of  the  House.  Was  there 
any  testimony  to  indicate  why  the  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
should  have  three,  five,  six  pending  bills 
floating  around  the  House  at  one  time? 
Has  it  been  explained  why  they  would 
take  up  the  rules  one  day  and  then  gen- 
eral debate  another  day  and  then  put  off 
final  action  on  the  bills  until  still  another 
time?  Should  they  not  finish  up  one  bill 
at  one  time  so  we  could  have  an  orderly 
procedure? 

Mr.  LOTT.  The  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land makes  a  good  point.  We  have  taken 
up  rules  on  several  bills  and  general  de- 
bate on  some,  and  one  of  the  bills  is  not 
even  on  the  agenda  for  this  week.  Three 
of  them  are  hanging  in  there.  That  very 
question  was  asked  in  the  Rules  Commit- 
tee and  the  response,  which  I  thmk  was  a 
legitimate  response,  was  that  these  bills 
have  been  coming  out  of  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee  to  the  Rules 
Committee  regularly,  but  when  the  bills 
got  to  the  Rules  Committee  there  was  a 
logjam  of  emergency  bills,  causing  their 
hearings  to  be  delayed. 

The  point  I  made  a  minute  ago  was 
that  these  bills  are  not  just  routine.  I 
hope  the  Members  will  not  interpret 
them  as  such  because  of  the  way  they 
are  being  handled. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  If  these  five  bills  are 
all  pending  or  floating,  whatever  we  may 
call  it,  at  once,  has  anyone  calculated 
what  the  total  extraction  will  be  from 
the  pockets  of  the  taxpayers  on  account 
of  these  bills?  I  have  calculated  the  cost 
to  be  about  $5  billion  or  perhaps  $5  bil- 
lion on  all  the  bills  now  halfway  through 
this  Chamber  from  this  one  committee. 
Mr.  LOTT.  I  have  not  calculated  them 
but  I  am  sure  the  gentleman's  figures 
are  very  accurate  arid  conservative. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  in  response  to  the 
inquiry  of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
I  think  it  should  be  explained  it  is  not 
the  fault  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  that  the  five  bills  still 
pending  are  still  on  the  schedule  and  we 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
them.  The  two  bills  that  will  be  con- 
sidered today  are  things  that  I  think 
came  along  subsequently.  One  of  them 
does  have  money  in  it  and  the  other  one 
does  not  have  any  money  in  it.  But  the 
committee  is  going  to  attempt  to  do  its 
business  in  a  proper  fashion.  How  the 
bills  got  scheduled  on  the  floor  is  some- 
thing else  and  the  committee  should  not 
have  to  take  the  fault  for  any  indiscre- 
tion there. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  certainly 
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do  not  want  to  impute  any  indiscretions 
to  the  committee  or  the  gentleman  from 
California,  but  has  he  considered  pre- 
senting himself  to  the  Democratic 
Caucus  as  perhaps  a  candidate  for  ma- 
jority leader  so  that  he  could  schedule 
the  bills  as  they  should  be? 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. The  gentleman  from  California 
has  enough  problems  as  it  is  without 
getting  into  that. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  left  a 
Budget  Committee  hearing.  I  do  not  see 
the  chairman  of  that  committee  on  the 
floor  but  I  am  sure  during  the  debate  on 
this  bill  the  House  will  be  alerted  to  the 
fact  that  this  is  $1.7  billion  over  the 
budget  resolution.  I  understand  that 
OMB  is  against  it  and  the  President  will 
be  asked  to  veto  it.  If  we  approve  of  this 
additional  subsidy,  we  will  be  telling  the 
agency  to  go  out  and  enter  into  other 
contracts  over  the  budget  and  then  come 
to  us  for  whatever  is  necessary  to  pay 
for  it.  I  think  this  is  wrong. 

I  understand  there  may  be  an  amend- 
ment offered  by  Mr.  Alexander  which  will 
correct  this  procedure.  I  hope  he  will  pro- 
pose it,  and  I  will  support  it  wholeheart- 
edly, because  it  is  wrong  from  the  tax- 
payers' standpoint.  After  all,  they  have 
to  pay  the  bill  for  the  operation  of  this 
organization,  which  considers  itself  in- 
dependent until  it  comes  to  paying  the 
bills,  and  then  they  are  not  so  independ- 
ent. They  then  become  very  dependent. 
They  always  come  back  here  and  ask  the 
Congress  to  come  up  with  the  money 
through  the  taxpayer  route,  for  all  of  its 
expenditures  beyond  its  means. 

When  I  originally  voted  for  this  legis- 
lation, I  believed  we  were  making  this 
agency  self-sufficient,  but  lo  and  behold, 
the  only  time  we  hear  from  it,  it  is  for 
more  money  and  when  they  come  up  for 
one  increase  of  SI. 7  billion,  it  is  time  to 
call  a  halt. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply  to 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman,  who  is 
ranking  member  on  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, I  want  to  state,  as  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  I  have  been  on  the 
floor  during  the  debate  on  the  rule  and 
will  comment  further  in  general  debate. 
The  gentleman  is  correct  that  during 
general  debate  I  will  point  out  the  budg- 
etary aspect  of  this  bill.  The  bill  is  sub- 
stantially over  the  budget  resolution,  but 
I  will  go  into  that  when  time  is  allotted 
under  general  debate  or  under  the 
5-minute  rule. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  again  I  want. 


to  make  the  point,  this  is  in  addition  to 
Congress  approving  the  immediate  im- 
plementation of  a  limited  temporary 
postal  rate  increase.  All  that  means  is 
that  we  are  facing  immediately  the  im- 
position of  a  12-  or  a  13-cent  stamp. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  not 
received  one  letter  from  anyone  in  my 
district  who  wants  to  pay  the  increased 
cost  for  a  stamp  as  proposed  by  this 
agency. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  re- 
spect to  the  20-percent  mandate  by  the 
Congress,  that  will  be  a  separate  amend- 
ment by  the  committee,  in  light  of  the 
action  by  the  Postal  Regulation  Com- 
mission. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  . 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was  giv- 
en permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  back 
in  1970  I  made  a  mistake,  as  many  other 
members  of  this  body  at  that  time  made 
a  mistake  when  we  established  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  by  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1970.  The  Postal  Service  was 
expected  to  achieve  business-like  effi- 
ciency under  that  act  and  be  a  paying 
preposition;  but  as  the  committee  report 
indicates,  and  I  compliment  the  com- 
mittee for  its  work,  the  past  5  years 
have  proven  that  the  Postal  Service  can- 
not make  it  on  its  own,  and  I  accept  that. 

What  I  do  not  accept  is  the  perform- 
ance of  the  top  management  of  the  Pos- 
tal Service  for  the  past  5  years  which 
has  produced  rising  costs  and  declining 
service.  I  recognize  that  the  volume  of 
mail  which  the  Postal  Service  is  called 
upon  to  handle  has  increased  markedly 
in  that  period  of  time,  but  the  increasing 
cases  of  error,  waste  and  outright  care- 
lessness, coupled  with  insensitive  poli- 
cies of  the  management  in  Washington 
have  caused  such  inconvenience  to  the 
American  people  that  I,  too,  believe  it 
is  time  to  take  another  look  at  that  deci- 
sion we  made  in  1970. 

Now,  I  compliment  the  committee  for 
its  work,  but  this  bill  does  not  quite  go 
far  enough.  Accordingly,  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  at  the  proper  time  which 
will  restore  accountability  of  the  Postal 
Service  to  the  Congress  and  the  elected 
representatives  of  the  people  by  requir- 
ing the  Postal  Service  to  come  up  to  Con- 
gress, like  other  agencies,  and  seek  an 
authorization  and  an  appropriation  on 
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an  annual  basis,  so  tney  can  be  account- 
able to  the  appropriate  legislative  and 
Appropriations  Committees  in  the  U.S. 
Congress.  This  will  increase  accounta- 
bility. 

The  aim  of  the  Postal  Service  should 
be  to  provide  the  best  possible  service  in 
the  handling  of  the  mail  at  the  least  pos- 
sible cost  to  the  American  taxpayers.  My 
amendment  will  help  insure  that  the 
Postal  Service  keeps  that  aim  clearly  in 
mind. 

My  testimony  before  the  committee  is 
printed  in  the  hearings  document  serial 
No.  94-4,  at  pages  143-149.  Include  a 
summary  of  cost  overruns  on  the  con- 
struction of  bulk  mail  centers  which  is 
evidence  of  the  gross  waste  that  has 
compounded  the  problem. 

Cost  Overruns  on  Bulk  Mail  Centers 
♦Statistics  from  the  Second  Quarterly  Re- 
port (FY  74)   of  Bulk  Mail  System. 

Center,  contractor,  and  overruns  reported 
(total) 

1.  Cincinnati;  Darin  &  Armstrong.  John 
W.  Armstrong;  $475,000. 

2.  Denver;  Wright,  Dick,  Boeing,  Howard  S. 
Wright. 

3.  Jacksonville;  Dick  Corporation,  John 
King;    $294,000. 

4.  Kansas  City;  Martin  K.  Eby  Construc- 
tion, Martin  K.  Eby;  $1,853,000. 

5.  St.  Louis;  Fruin-Colon,  J.  S.  Albreci, 
John  P.  Soult;  $1,326,000. 

6.  Minneapolis;  Utley-James,  Inc.,  John 
Donovan;  $2,561,000. 

7.  Washington;  Volpe  &  Associates,  Glen 
Ballowe,  $1,435,000. 

8.  Chicago;  Orr  &  Associates,  William  J.  Orr. 

9.  Atlanta;  Dick  Corporation,  John  King; 
$9,000. 

10.  Des  Moines;  Blount  Bros.  Corp.,  W.  M. 
Blount;  $299,000. 

11.  Detroit;  MarkwardAKarafilis/Blount 
Bros.,  Frederick  Plaga;  $1,653,000. 

12.  Dallas;  Newberg-Rooney,  Gust  New- 
berg;  $400,000. 

13.  Greensboro:  Algernon  Blair,  Inc.,  Char- 
lie Shewmake;  $337,000. 

14.  Memphis;  Dick  Corporation,  John 
King;  $598,000. 

15.  Philadelphia,  Blount-Bornstein,  W.  M. 
Blount;  $580,000. 

16.  Pittsburgh;  Dick  Corporation,  John 
King;  $346,000. 

17.  Seattle;  Hoffman  Construction,  Eric 
Hoffman;  $456,000. 

18.  San  Francisco;  Morrison-Knudsen, 
James  McClary;  $2,151,000. 

19.  Springfield;  Volpe,  Ernst,  Nager,  David 
E.  Mirabassi. 

20.  Los  Angeles;  Blount  Construction,  W. 
M.  Blount;  $4,174,000. 

21.  New  York;  Tendum  Construction.  A. 
M.  Dlnallo;  $778,000. 

Total,  $19,725,000. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  res- 
olution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 


Mr.  OTTTNGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quo- 
rum is  not  present  and  make  the  point 
of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  13 
not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were— yeas  344,  nays  19, 
answered  "present"  3,  not  voting  67,  as 
follows : 

[Roll  No.  559] 
YEAS— 344 


Abdnor 

Ford,  Tenn, 

Mazzoll 

Abzug 

Forsythe 

Meeds 

Adams 

Fountain 

Metcalfa 

Alexander 

Frenzel 

Meyner 

Anderson, 

Fuqua 

Mezvinsky 

Calif. 

Gaydos 

Michel 

Anderson,  111. 

Giaimo 

Miller,  Calif. 

Annunzio 

Gibbons 

Miller,  Ohio 

Archer 

Gilman 

Mineta 

Armstrong 

Ginn 

Minish 

Ashley 

Goldwater 

Mink 

AuCoin 

Gonzalez 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Bafalis 

Goodling 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Baldus 

Gradison 

Moakley 

Barrett 

Green 

Moffett 

Baucus 

Gude 

Montgomery 

Beard,  R.I. 

Guyer 

Moore 

Bedell 

Hagedorn 

Moorhead, 

Bennett 

Hall 

Calif. 

Bergland 

Hamilton 

Morgan 

Bevill 

Hammer- 

Moss 

Biester 

schmidt 

Mottl 

Blanchard 

Hanley 

Murphy,  HI. 

Blouin 

Hannaford 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Boland 

Hansen 

Murtha 

Boiling 

Harkin 

Myers,  Ind. 

Bowen 

Harrington 

Myers,  Pa. 

Breaux 

Harris 

Natcher 

Breckinridge 

Harsha 

Neal 

Brinkley 

Hastings 

Nedzi 

Brodhead 

Hawkins 

Nix 

Brooks 

Hayes,  Ind. 

Nowak 

Broomfield 

Hechler,  W.  Va 

..  Oberstar 

Brown,  Calif. 

Heckler,  Mass. 

O'Brien 

Brown,  Mich. 

Heinz 

O'Hara 

Brown,  Ohio 

Henderson 

O'Neill 

Broyhill 

Hightower 

p'assman 

Buchanan 

Hill  is 

Patman,  Tex. 

Burgener 

Holland 

Patten,  N.J. 

Burke,  Calif. 

Holt 

Patterson, 

Burke,  Mass. 

Holtzman 

Calif. 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Horton 

Pattison,  N.Y. 

Burlison,  Mo. 

Howard 

Perkins 

Burton,  John 

Howe 

Pettis 

Burton,  Phillip  Hubbard 

Peyser 

Butler 

Hughes 

Pike 

Byron 

Hungate 

Pressler 

Carney 

Hutchinson 

Preyer 

Carter 

Hyde 

Price 

Casey 

Ichord 

Pritchard 

Cederberg 

Jacobs 

Quie 

Chappell 

Jarman 

Quillen 

Clancy 

Jeffords 

Raiisback 

Clausen, 

Jenrette 

Randall 

DonH. 

Johnson,  Calif.  Rangel 

Clay 

Johnson,  Colo 

.   Rees 

Cleveland 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Regula 

Cochran 

Jones,  Ala. 

Reuss 

Collins,  111. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Rhodes 

Conable 

Jones,  Okla. 

Richmond 

Conte 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Riegle 

Corman 

Jordan 

Rinaldo 

Cornell 

Karth 

Risenhoover 

Cotter 

Kasten 

Roberts 

Coughlin 

Kastenmeier 

Robinson 

Crane 

Kazen 

Rodino 

D'Amours 

Kelly 

Roe 

Daniel,  Dan 

Kemp 

Rogers 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Ketchum 

Roncalio 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Keys 

Rooney 

Delaney 

Kindness 

Rose 

Dell  urns 

Koch 

Rostenkowskl 

Dent 

Krebs 

Roush 

Derrick 

Krueger 

Russo 
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Derwinski 

LaFalce 

Ryan 

Dickinson 

Lagomarsino 

St  Germain 

Diggs 

Landrum 

Santini 

Dodd 

Leggett 

Sarasin 

Downing,  Va. 

Lehman 

Sarbanes 

Drinan 

Lent 

Satterfield 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Levitas 

Schneebeii 

du  Pont 

Litton 

Schroeder 

Early 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Sebelius 

Eckhardt 

Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Sharp 

Edgar 

Long,  La. 

Shipley 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Long,  Md. 

Shriver 

Edwards,  Calif 

Lott 

Shuster 

Eiiberg 

Lujan 

Sikes 

Emery 

McClory 

Simon 

English 

McCloskey 

Skubitz 

Erlenborn 

McCollister 

Slack 

Evans,  Colo. 

McDade 

Smith,  Iowa 

Evans,  Ind. 

McFall 

Snyder 

Evins,  Tenn. 

McHugh 

Solarz 

Fascell 

McKay 

Spence 

Findley 

McKinney 

Staggers 

Fish 

Madden 

Stanton, 

Fisher 

Madigan 

J.  William 

Fithian 

Maguire 

Stanton, 

Flood 

Mann 

James  V. 

Fiorio 

Martin 

Stark 

Flowers 

Mathis 

Steed 

Fivnt 

Matsunaga 

Steelman 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Treen 

Wilson,  Bob 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Tsongas 

Wilson,  C.  H, 

Stokes 

Ullman 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Stratton 

Van  Deerlln 

Winn 

Stuckey 

Vander  Veen 

Wirth 

Studds 

Vanik 

Wolff 

Sullivan 

Vigorito 

Wright 

Symington 

Walsh 

Wylie 

Taylor,  Mo. 

Wampler 

Yates 

Taylor,  N.C. 

Waxman 

Yatron 

Thompson 

Weaver 

Young,  Alaska 

Thone 

Whalen 

Young,  Fla. 

Thornton 

White 

Zablockl 

Traxler 

Whitehurst 
NAYS— 19 

Zeferetti 

Ashbrook 

Devine 

Mahon 

Bauman 

Duncan,  Tenn.  Ottinger 

Beard,  Tenn. 

Grassley 

Poage 

Clawson,  Del 

Haley 

Runnels 

Collins, .Tex. 

Hinshaw 

Schulze 

Conlan 

Latta 

Davis 

McDonald 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 3 

Mosher 

Rousselot 

Young,  Tex. 

NOT  VOTING- 

-67 

Addabbo 

Eshleman 

Obey 

Ambro 

Fary 

Pepper 

Andrews,  N.C 

Fenwick 

Pickle 

Andrews, 

Foley 

Rosenthal 

N.  Dak. 

■  Ford,  Mich. 

Roybal 

Aspin 

Fraser 

Ruppe 

Badillo 

Frey 

Scheuer 

Bell 

Hays,  Ohio 

Seiberling 

Biaggi 

Hebert 

Sisk 

Bingham 

Hefner 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Boggs 

Helstoski 

Spellman 

Bonker 

Hicks 

Stephens 

Brademas 

McCormack 

Symms 

Burke,  Fla. 

McEwen 

Talcott 

Carr 

Macdonald 

Teague 

Chisholm 

Mel  cher 

Udall 

Cohen 

Mikva 

Vander  Jagt 

Conyers 

Milford 

Waggonner 

Danielson 

Mills 

Whitten 

de  la  Garza 

Mollohan 

Wiggins 

Dingell 

Moorhead,  Pa 

Wydler 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Nichols 

Young,  Ga. 

Esch 

Nolan 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  Addabbo  with  Mr.  Burke  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Teague  with  Mr.  Fary. 

Mr.  Ambro  with  Mrs.  Fenwick. 

Mr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Aspin. 


Mr.  Moorhead  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr. 
Hicks. 

Mr.  Nichols  with  Mr.  Mills. 

Mr.  Nolan  with  Mr.  Cohen. 

Mrs.  Chisholm  with  Mr.  Helstoski. 

Mr.  Biaggi  with  Mr.  Mikva. 

Mr.  Badillo  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 

Mr.  Bingham  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Mr.  Rosenthal  with  Mr.  Scheuer. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  with  Mr.  Frey. 

Mr.  Danielson  with  Mrs.  Smith  of  Ne- 
braska. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Milford. 
•  Mr.  Brademas  with  Mr.  Stephens. 

Mr.  Conyers  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.    Hefner    with    Mr.    Mollohan. 

Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Vander  Jagt. 

Mr.  McCormack  with  Mr.  Sisk. 

Mr.  Obey  with  Mr.  Symms. 

Mrs.  Boggs  with  Mrs.  Spellman. 

Mr.  Foley  with  Mr.  Eshleman. 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr.  Wiggins. 

Mr.  Pepper  with  Mr.  McEwen. 

Mr.  Pickle  with  Mr.  Wydler. 

Mr.  Udall  with  Mr.  Young  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Seiberling  with  Mr.  Bonker. 

Mr.  Whitten  with  Mr.  Carr. 

Mr.  Melcher  with  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 

Mr.  Fraser  with  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Downey  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Talcott. 

Messrs.  ARCHER  and  BROWN  of 
Michigan  changed  their  vote  from  "nay" 
to  "yea".         ; 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organi- 
zational and  financial  matters  of  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN    THE    COMMITTEE    OF    THE    WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  H.R.  8603,  with  Mr. 
Flowers  in  the  Chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read- 
ing of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Der- 
winski) will  be  recognized  for  30  min- 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley). 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 
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(Mr.  HANLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  has 
been  stated  here  in  the  debate  on  the 
rule,  today  the  Congress  is  going  to  take 
a  very  significant  action  with  regard  to 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

In  effect  it  is  going  to  establish  a  pol- 
icy, and  that  policy  deals  with  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  or  not  the  American 
public  are  going  to  have  to  endure  a  con- 
tinual spiral  of  increased  postal  rates,  or 
is  a  percentage  of  the  overhead  associ- 
ated with  the  operation  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  going  to  be  attributed  to  public 
service  and,  as  such,  funded  from  the 
U.S.  Treasury? 

Since  the  inception  of  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970,  the  American 
public  have  been  subjected  to  a  number 
of  rate  increases,  and  this  was  across 
the  board  on  all  the  levels  of  mail. 

I  remind  the  Members  today  that  it 
was  the  intent  of  the  Pounding  Fathers 
that  the  postal  service  and  postal  rates 
in  America  be  accurately  characterized 
as  "reasonable." 

The  question  is  as  to  whether  or  not  v.e 
want  that  principle  to  prevail  into  the 
future. 

This  committee  over  the  course  of  the 
last  2  years  has  conducted  very  exten- 
sive hearings.  These  hearings  have  pro- 
duced sufficient  information  relating  to 
the  ramifications  should  postal  rates 
continue  to  increase. 

For  instance,  thousands  of  nonprofit 
publications  in  America  would  be  forced 
out  of  business.  Under  a  proposal,  for 
instance,  that  did  not  prevail,  the  non- 
profit publications  would  have  been  sub- 
ject to  a  rate  hike  of  800  percent,  just  to 
give  the  Members  a  little  idea  of  how 
important  and  how  significant  this  pol- 
icy decision  is. 

We  have  tried  hard  over  the  course  of 
these  2  years  to  act  responsibly.  I  cannot 
argue  the  point  that  the  adoption  of  this 
measure  is  going  to  add  on  significantly 
to  our  budget,  to  the  deficit,  but,  again, 
the  decision  is  in  the  hands  of  this  Con- 
gress as  to  whether  or  not  we  are  going 
to  jeopardize  the  U.S.  Postal  Service's 
ability  to  act  as  the  chief  artery  of  com- 
merce. We  have  much  at  stake  here. 

For  instance,  if  rates  continue  to  in- 
crease, the  fundamental  principle  which 
allows  the  institution  to  prevail  would  be 
in  jeopardy,  and  that  is  the  private  ex- 
press, and  that  is  allowing  the  institu- 
tion the  ability  to  enjoy  a  monopoly  on 
first  class  mail,  so  that  every  postal 
patron  in  America  would  enjoy  equality 
and  quality  of  service  whether  that  in- 
dividual lives  in  a  small  hamlet  in  Ari- 
zona or  one  of  the  apartment  complexes 
in  Manhattan,  regardless  of  geography, 
the  quality  of  mail  service  would  be 
equal. 


That  is  what  it  is  all  about,  my  friends. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1970  was  passed  with  great 
fanfare  and  loud  protestations  that  we 
were  finally  on  the  road  to  a  better,  more 
efficient  postal  service. 

As  the  debate  will  show  today,  the 
promise  of  1970  has  not  become  the 
reality  of  1975.  While  many  of  the 
reforms  adopted  in  1970  were  good  and 
should  be  retained,  now  is  the  time  to 
begin  the  process  of  legislative  altera- 
tions which  will  correct  some  of  the 
errors  we  made  in  1970. 

H.R.  8603  is  a  significant  step  in  that 
direction.  It  is  the  result  of  more  than  a 
year's  work  and  hearings  on  the  specific 
subject  matter,  and  is  the  beneficiary  of 
more  than  2  \  '2  years  of  extensive  studies 
and  hearings  since  I  became  chairman 
of  the  Postal  Service  Subcommittee  in 
1973. 

H.R.  8603  is  not  definitive,  it  is  only  a 
beginning.  Its  chief  significance  lies  in 
its  underlying  assumption  that  service  to 
the  American  public  is  the  prime  func- 
tion of  the  Postal  Service.  As  representa- 
tives of  that  American  public,  we  have  a 
duty  to  see  that  the  Postal  Service  per- 
forms adequately. 

The  major  thrust  of  H.R.  8603  is  a 
substantial  increase  in  authorizations 
for  public  service  funding  to  the  Postal 
Service. 

Currently,  the  Postal  Service  is  au- 
thorized to  receive  $920  million  for  pub- 
lic service.  This  will  decline  to  $450  mil- 
lion in  1984,  the  so-called  breakeven 
point. 

H.R.  8603  eliminates  this  authoriza- 
tion, and  in  essence  eliminates  the  ill- 
conceived  notion  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice should  ultimately  break  even. 

Instead,  we  would  authorize  $35  per 
delivery  address,  or  approximately  $2.7 
billion  a  year.  The  authorization  would 
last  for  only  4  years,  thus  establishing  the 
principle  that  Congress  should  period- 
ically conduct  a  searching  review  of 
Postal  Service  finances  and  policies  be- 
fore authorizations  can  be  renewed. 

The  financial  crisis  faced  by  the 
Postal  Service  is  well  known  to  most 
Members.  This  fiscal  year  alone  we  ex- 
pect a  $1.5  to  $2  billion  deficit.  This  is  on 
top  of  more  than  $450  million  in  1974, 
and  $850  million  in  1975.  Since  the  Postal 
Service  can — and  has — borrowed  only 
$500  million  a  year  to  cover  operating 
expenses,  it  is  clear  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice faces  financial  disaster. 

But  this  is  not  simply  a  bail-out  bill. 
If  passed,  it  will  be  a  resounding  state- 
ment that  the  public  has  an  overriding 
interest  in  maintaining  a  nationwide 
postal  system.  It  will  be  a  declaration  by 
Congress  that  the  mails  are  an  essential 
part  of  our  cultural,  social,  and  economic 
life  and  that  substantial  public  funding 
is  necessary  to  insure  adequate  levels  of 
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service. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the 
Postmaster  General  recently  announced 
a  strong  shift  in  the  attitude  of  the 
Postal  Service  toward  public  funding.  At 
the  Postal  Forum,  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral admitted  that  the  Postal  Service 
needed  at  least  $1  billion  a  year  extra  for 
the  next  2  years. 

Mr.  Bailar  said,  and  I  concur,  that  in- 
creased funding  should  be  tied  to  a  study 
which  would  determine  what  formula 
should  be  used  to  determine  the  appro- 
priate level  of  public  service  funding. 

Thus,  the  bill  establishes  a  study  com- 
mission which  will  be  given  2  years  to 
study  this  question  as  well  as  ratemaking 
procedures  and  costing  methodologies 
used  to  set  postal  rates.  The  Commission 
will  consist  of  two  members  appointed 
by  the  President  and  one  each  appointed 
by  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  President 
pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Post- 
master General. 

The  next  major  issue  broached  in  H.R. 
8G03  deals  with  the  complex  problem  of 
postal  ratemaking.  In  my  opinion,  the 
current  mechanism  requiring  a  quasi- 
judicial  type  hearing  is  cumbersome,  time 
consuming,  and  inefficient.  The  failure 
ol  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to  com- 
plete rate  cases  in  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  is  a  major  cause  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice's fiscal  dilemma. 

H.R.  8603  would  revise  and  streamline 
Postal  Rate  Commission  procedures  by 
requiring  simpler  legislative-type  pro- 
cedures. It  would  give  the  Commission  10 
months  to  complete  a  case  before  the 
Postal  Service  could  place  temporary 
rates  into  effect. 

Taken  as  a  package,  our  revisions 
would  provide  for  speedier  consideration 
of  rate  cases,  allow  intervention  in  rate 
cases  by  individuals  and  groups  who 
simply  cannot  afford  the  staggering  tab 
for  full  legal  representation  under  cur- 
rent procedures,  and  reverse  the  anoma- 
lous and  confusing  situation  now  existing 
where  temporary  rates  have  been  in  effect 
longer  than  permanent  rates. 

The  final  major  issue  involved  in  H.R. 
8603  is  the  amount  of  the  next  postal 
rate  increase. 

In  July,  the  committee  adopted  an 
amendment  which  would  have  allowed 
the  Postal  Service  to  circumvent  the  law 
on  the  imposition  of  temporary  rates  and 
place  an  immediate  20-percent  increase 
into  effect. 

I  opposed  this  amendment  in  com- 
mittee because  it  would  have  allowed  an 
immediate  increase. 

Since  the  committee  adopted  the 
amendment,  the  rate  case  pending  at 
that  time  has  been  completed  and  placed 
into  effect.  The  basic  reason  for  the 
amendment  was  to  allow  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  circumvent  temporarily  what 
might  have  been  an  unacceptable  rec- 


ommended decision  by  the  Commission. 
This  did  not  occur,  and  the  language  of 
the  amendment  is  now  obsolete. 

But  I  do  believe  that  we  should  limit 
the  next  temporary  increase  scheduled 
for  late  December.  I  will,  therefore,  offer 
an  amendment  immediately  upon  con- 
clusion of  debate  which  will  have  the 
effect  of  limiting  that  increase  to  12  cents 
rather  than  the  proposed  13  cents  with 
a  similar  20-percent  ceiling  on  all  other 
classes  of  mail. 

If  we  are  asking  the  American  people 
to  pay  more  out  of  tax  funds  for  the 
Postal  Service,  the  least  we  can  do  is 
show  a  good  faith  effort  to  attempt  to 
keep  the  cost  of  a  stamp  down. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  other  aspects 
of  H.R.  8603  which  will  be  discussed  by 
other  speakers. 

We  seek  to  establish  a  legislative  policy 
regarding  the  quality  of  service  to  new 
subdivisions. 

We  address  the  question  of  mail  classi- 
fication for  educational  materials,  State 
conservation  agencies,  and  political 
parties. 

We  give  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
more  power  to  investigate  the  Postal 
Service,  and  we  remove  the  Commission's 
budget  from  Postal  Service  control. 

We  provide  that  the  increased  appro- 
priations will  not  be  used  to  compete 
unfairly  with  private  delivery  firms. 

This  is  a  good  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
it  deserves  the  support  of  all  of  us.  It 
provides  a  reasonable  sum  to  assist  the 
Postal  Service  in  providing  adequate 
service  to  the  American  people.  It  will, 
if  my  amendment  is  accepted,  place  a 
lid  on  the  next  rate  increase.  It  provides 
a  study  commission  to  apply  high  level 
expertise  to  three  areas — public  service 
costs,  ratemaking  procedures,  and  cost- 
ing methodologies — which  have  pre- 
i  jnted  us  with  thorny  and  hitherto  in- 
soluble problems.  And  it  establishes  a 
more  streamlined,  fairer  ratemaking 
process. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  say  that  it  is  most 
popular  today  to  use  the  Postal  Service 
as  a  whipping  boy,  not  without  reason. 
Service  is  not  as  good  as  it  should  be,  and 
many  mistakes  have  been  made. 

But  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
brought  some  good  things,  too.  It  laid  the 
foundation  for  modern  fiscal  manage- 
ment, it  removed  patronage  politics  from 
the  Postal  Service,  and  it  helped  open 
up  more  high  level  jobs  to  career 
employees. 

Under  the  leadership  of  Postmaster 
General  Ben  Bailar,  the  new  Postal  Serv- 
ice appears  to  be  turning  its  back  on 
many  of  the  shortsighted  policies  of  the 
early  1970  s. 

H.R.  8603  is  a  beginning  toward  build- 
ing a  new  relationship  between  Congress, 
as  representatives  of  the  people,  and  the 
Postal  Service.  I  commend  the  bill  to  my 
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colleagues  and  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  indicated  he  was  going  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  which  would 
set  a  limit  of  20  percent  on  the  tem- 
porary rate  increase.  Is  that  not  already 
in  the  bill?  I  recognize  there  has  to  be  a 
perfecting  amendment  because  the  Rate 
Commission  came  in  with  their  latest 
recommendation  after  the  bill  was  re- 
ported by  our  committee.  Therefore,  the 
20  percent  limit,  which  was  sponsored 
by  me  in  committee,  is  already  in  the  bill. 
Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  No.  Actually  according 
to  the  language  of  the  bill  the  20  percent 
approved  in  committee  would  in  effect 
have  the  Congress  mandating  a  20 -per- 
cent increase  in  rates  on  top  of  the  Post- 
master General's  present  proposal  for 
another  33 -percent  increase. 

My  amendment  will  have  the  effect  of 
striking  the  language  of  the  bill  and 
substituting  a  provision  which  would  in 
effect  be  a  substitute  for  the  pending  33- 
percent  increase  proposed  by  the  Post- 
master General,  reducing  that  33  percent 
to  20  percent. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  would  remind  the  gen- 
tleman of  what  seems  to  be  the  purpose 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  8  minutes. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service,  created  by  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  officially  be- 
gan operations  July  1,  1971.  Complaints 
about  the  new  independent  corporation's 
performance  began  on  July  2,  1971,  and 
have  continued  without  interruption. 
There  have  been  many  disappointments, 
but  there  also  have  been  some  successes. 
In  taking  over  an  operation  that  suffered 
from  years  of  neglect  and  was  savaged 
by  partisan  politics,  the  Postal  Service 
found  itself  in  the  unenviable  position  of 
having  to  wage  a  concerted  catch-up 
operation. 

Thus  far,  the  Postal  Service  has  not 
been  able  to  achieve  the  level  of  efficiency 
which  the  public  demands  and  expects. 
It  also  appears  obvious  that  neither  Con- 
gress nor  the  public  will  tolerate  a  postal 
rate  structure  of  the  magnitude  neces- 
sary for  a  self-sufficient  operation.  That 
invites  the  question:  How  far  should 
Congress  go  in  underwriting  postal  oper- 
ations? It  is  the  key  question  at  issue  in 
this  bill — H.R.  8603— which  deals  with 
revenue  and  rates  as  well  as  the  proce- 
dures of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 


Although  this  bill  was  reported  on  a 
unanimous  voice  vote  by  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  Members 
were  not  and  still  are  not  in  agreement 
on  how  to  deal  with  the  Postal  Service's 
financial  problems.  What  finally  emerged 
from  committee  after  months  of  indeci- 
sion and  uncertainty  was  a  compromise 
tailored  to  what,  at  the  time,  was  the 
genuine  threat  of  financial  chaos  in  the 
Postal  Service. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  our 
committee  and  I  found  ourselves  in 
agreement  on  the  Postal  Service's  imme- 
diate need  for  cash.  That  is  why  we 
joined  forces  to  push  for  authority  to  give 
the  Postal  Service  a  one-shot  increase 
and  a  12 -cent  first-class  rate. 

The  situation  last  July,  shortly  before 
the  committee  reported  H.R.  8603,  was 
this:  Literally  and  figuratively,  the 
Postal  Service  did  not  know  where  its 
next  dollar  of  revenue  was  going  to  come 
from;  its  deficit  for  the  1975  fiscal  year 
was  an  estimated  $869  million;  it  could 
anticipate  new  and  staggering  expenses 
from  a  new  labor  contract  which  was  in 
the  final  stages  of  negotiations;  a  deci- 
sion on  its  rate  request,  submitted  Sep- 
tember 25,  1973,  still  was  being  pondered 
by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

There  was  an  additional  major  com- 
plication. The  Postal  Rate  Commission's 
Chief  Administrative  Law  Judge  issued 
an  initial  decision  in  the  rate  case  which, 
had  it  been  implemented,  would  have 
paralyzed,  if  not  destroyed,  the  Postal 
Service.  It  was  against  that  backdrop 
that  the  committee  cleared  H.R.  8603  for 
floor  action. 

Today,  the  danger  of  payless  paydays 
for  postal  employees  has  been  muted  by 
the  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion— a  decision  which  overruled  its  own 
law  judge.  For  the  Postal  Service,  the 
long  overdue  decision  meant  an  end  to 
day-to-day  guesswork  on  the  revenue 
outlook  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  Now, 
because  we  are  dealing  with  a  different 
set  of  circumstances,  some  modifications 
in  the  pending  bill  are  in  order.  At  the 
proper  time,  I  plan  to  offer  two  perfect- 
ing amendments  which  will  update  this 
important  piece  of  postal  legislation. 

One  of  my  amendments  would  leave 
undisturbed  the  current  annual  $920 
million  subsidy  the  Postal  Service  re- 
ceives from  Congress  for  public  service. 
As  the  bill  now  stands,  it  would  increase 
the  public  service  appropriation  by  $1.7 
billion  for  a  total  of  $2.6  billion.  That 
largess  is  propped  up  on  the  nebulous 
formula  of  providing  the  Postal  Service 
$35  for  each  delivery  in  the  United 
States.  The  consensus  estimate  on  deliv- 
ery addresses  seems  to  be  about  74  mil- 
lion. 

I  also  will  offer  an  amendment  which 
will  permit  the  Postal  Service  some  lati- 
tude in  the  efficient  utilization  of  its  per- 
sonnel. I  will  have  more  to  say  about  this 
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amendment  later  in  tne  day. 

It  is  my  hope,  that  this  body,  in  its 
wisdom,  will  embrace  a  committee 
amendment  which  places  a  20-percent 
limit  on  the  temporary  postal  rate  in- 
creases in  the  new  rate  case.  Without  the 
committee  amendment,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice will  be  able  to  increase  first-class 
postage  rates  to  13  cents,  shortly  after 
Christmas.  The  new  rates  requested  by 
the  Postal  Service  average  26  percent  for 
all  categories  of  mail.  The  committee 
amendment  calls  for  a  20 -percent  lid  on 
increases  for  each  class  of  mail. 

Less  controversial  but  having  an  im- 
portant bearing  on  postal  revenues  and 
rates  are  amendments  which  will  speed 
up  the  Postal  Rate  Commission's  de- 
cisional process.  One  of  the  amendments 
puts  a  10-month  time  limit  on  Commis- 
sion decisions  and  another  eliminates 
the  requirement  for  lengthy  and  costly^ 
adjudicatory  procedures.  In  5  years,  the 
Commission  has  issued  two  postal  rate 
decisions.  The  first  decision  required  17 
months.  The  second  decision  was  nearly 
2  years  in  the  making. 

Other  amendments  dealing  with  the 
Commission  would  require  Senate  con- 
firmation of  Commissioners,  including 
sitting  Commissioners  reappointed  at 
the  expiration  of  current  terms;  removal 
of  the  Commission's  budget  from  Postal 
Service  control,  and  clear  authority  for 
the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  to  ad- 
minister the  agency  work. 

Another  key  provision  in  this  bill  cre- 
ates a  five-member  Commission  on 
Postal  Service  which  will  study  and  de- 
velop guidelines  and  determine  the  cost 
of  public  services  provided  by  the  Postal 
Service.  The  Commission  wall  be  re- 
quired, within  2  years,  to  recommend  a 
detailed  plan  which  will  provide  Con- 
gress with  the  basis  for  adequate  and 
realistic  public  service  subsidies. 

Because  postal  problems  are  not  static, 
the  committee  has  no  illusions  about  the 
permanency  of  this  legislation.  Instead, 
this  bill  addresses  itself  to  a  variety  of 
problems  wrhich  have  been  spotlighted  in 
our  committee's  continuing  oversight 
hearings  on  the  operations  of  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service. 

With  the  Commission's  findings  in 
hand,  Congress  will  be  equipped  with 
expert  information  for  assessing  public 
service  costs  as  well  as  the  procedure  for 
setting  postal  rates. 

I  know  there  are  Members  on  the 
floor  today  who  have  been  waiting  for  5 
years  for  an  opportunity  to  gut  the 
Postal  Service,  and  that  this  bill  is  a 
handy  vehicle  for  vengeance.  While 
there  may  be  justification  for  such  ac- 
tion, I  hope  statesmanship  will  prevail 
and  proposed  wholesale  revisions  of  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  will  be  held 
in  abeyance  until  we  have  all  the  facts. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  again  point  out  to 


the  Members  that  they  snouid  Keep  in 
mind  when  discussing  this  bill  that  this 
is  the  first  opportunity  we  have  had  In 
5  years  to  take  a  good  hard  look  at  the 
U.S.  Post  Service.  I  think  it  is  timely 
that  we  do  so. 

The  first  point  we  have  to  make,  I 
believe,  is  to  clarify  some  misinterpreta- 
tions that  have  been  developed  over  what 
Congress  did  5  years  ago  when  we  passed 
postal  reform.  One  of  the  things  that 
grew  out  of  the  debate  at  the  time,  and 
I  think  is  not  at  all  accurate,  is  that 
Congress  intended  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice be  a  self-sufficient  operation.  Th?s 
was  not  the  point  at  all.  I  do  not  think 
the  public,  nor  the  Congress,  would  tol- 
erate a  self-sufficient  postal  system,  for 
the  very  reason  we  would  then  have  to 
touch  sacred  cows,  like  religious  groups, 
not  for  profit  publications,  not  to  men- 
tion second-  and  third-class  business  in- 
stitutions it  is  not  practical  for  us  to 
think  that  the  Post  Office  could  ever  be 
on  a  totally  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

So  I  would  like  to  remind  the  Mem- 
bers when  we  speak  of  postal  organiza- 
tion amendments,  we  are  automatically 
speaking  of  subsidies,  and  subsidies,  of 
course,  are  something  that  come  from 
the  pockets  of  the  taxpayers. 

In  the  bill  before  us,  there  is,  in  effect. 
a  proposal  disguised  as  a  delivery  service 
that  would  cost  the  Treasury,  and  there- 
fore, our  taxpayers,  $1.7  billion  above  the 
present  public  service  subsidies. 

At  the  appropriate  time  I  will  offer 
an  amendment  to  strike  that  section, 
which  means  that  we  would,  if  that 
amendment  is  adopted,  retain  the  pres- 
ent public  service  subsidy,  which  is  ap- 
proximately $920  million. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mem- 
bers, I  will  support  the  retention  of  the 
amendment  that  was  adopted,  which  I 
cosponsored  with  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson)  and 
later  officially  sponsored  in  the  commit- 
tee by  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson),  that  would 
have  the  practical  effect  of  limiting  a 
first-class  postage  rate  increase  to  12 
cents.  There  will  be,  as  we  have  been 
advised  by  the  Postmaster  General,  a  re- 
quest for  an  increase  in  postage  rates. 

These  new  postage  rates  would  go  into 
effect  after  the  Christmas  holiday.  If 
the  provision  in  the  bill  is  retained,  we 
would  be  limiting  the  first-class  rate  to 
12  cents. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  con- 
cur with  the  emphasis  made  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley), 
with  the  amendments  in  the  bill  for  the 
reform  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 
I  must  point  out  to  the  Members  that  in 
the  5  years  of  its  existence,  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  has  issued  only  two 
postal  rate  decisions.  Their  record  of  in- 
effective bureaucracy  is  one  of  the  worst 
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in  the  history.  There  are  provisions  in 
this  bill  which  I  think  will  very  effec- 
tively reform  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion. It  will  produce  the  kind  of  respon- 
sibility from  them  in  the  future  that  has 
been  lacking  in  the  last  5  years. 

One  more  point  I  want  to  stress  at  this 
time  in  general  debate,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
realize  in  my  conversations  in  the  cloak- 
room and  in  the  Halls  that  there  are 
many  Members  who  are  extremely  frus- 
trated with  the  Postal  Service  and  they 
have  been  patiently  waiting  for  this  day 
when  they  could  get  at  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice on  the  floor  of  the  House.  I  would 
hope  that  this  bill  would  not  become  a 
vehicle  for  a  blind  attack  on  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service.  They  are  not  perfect,  but 
they  are  an  improvement  over  the  de- 
teriorating Postal  Department  that 
existed  before  reform. 

Let  me  just  point  this  out,  so  we  un- 
derstand the  problems  we  are  going  to 
face.  The  Postal  Service  is  in  large  part 
deserving  of  the  irritation  shown  by  the 
Members  of  Congress,  because  they  have 
been  absolutely  stupid  in  their  public 
relations  and  in  their  liaison  contacts 
with  Members. 

They  assumed — Postmaster  General 
Blount,  later  Postmaster  General  Klas- 
sen,  and  now  Postmaster  General  Bail- 
ar — that  they  were  set  up  as  a  quasi-in- 
dependent entity,  and  that  they  were 
totally  removed  from  politics.  They  have 
felt  that  they  could  basically  ignore  the 
Congress,  and  this  is  just  plain  stupid 
public  relations.  If  the  Postal  Service 
had  been  reasonably  attentive  to  the 
complaints  of  Members  of  Congress  over 
the  years,  separating  the  political  in- 
tervention from  the  legitimate  com- 
plaints about  service  that  Congressmen 
get,  I  think  they  would  not  be  in  the 
trouble  that  they  may  be  in  on  the  floor 
this  afternoon. 

But,  I  beg  the  Members  not  to  take 
out  their  frustrations  and  irritations  in 
a  blind  fashion  on  the  Postal  Service.  If 
they  could  join  me  in  striking  the  ab- 
normal subsidy  in  the  bill;  if  they  could 
join  me  in  sustaining  the  12-cent  first- 
class  stamp;  if  they  could  join  the  en- 
tire committee  in  opening  the  reform  of 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  in  my  opin- 
ion we  will  have  done  a  good  day's  work. 

Later  on,  when  we  get  to  the  amend- 
ment stage,  I  will  direct  my  remarks  very 
specifically  to  this  issue,  but  again  I  re- 
emphasize  my  point  that  this  is  no  time 
for  a  lack  of  objectivity.  We  are  dealing 
with  a  service  that  is  absolutely  vital  to 
the  public.  There  is  no  going  back.  We 
either  make  reform  work  or  we  get  more 
complaints  from  the  general  public. 

This  is  a  big  business.  It  is  a  costly 
business;  costly  to  mail  users  and  also  to 
the  taxpayer  if  we  go  the  route  of  un- 
restrained subsidy. 

As  much  as  I  believe  that  the  postal 
authorities  deserve  to  be  taken  to  the 


woodshed  for  a  good  whipping,  it  should 
not  be  in  the  form  of  bad  amendments 
and  a  bad  bill  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson  > .  Chairman  of 
the  full  committee. 

•  Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  8603,  and  I  would 
like  to  direct  my  colleagues'  attention  to 
the  general  status  of  the  Postal  Service's 
finances,  which  in  my  opinion  require  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation. 

In  1970,  when  Congress  enacted  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act,  it  was  gen- 
erally assumed  that  a  subsidy  of  $920 
million,  which  represented  10%  of  the 
fiscal  year  1971  appropriation  to  the  Post 
Office  Department,  would  be  sufficient  for 
the  maintenance  of  postal  services  at  a 
reasonable  level  until  the  advantages  of 
modernization  and  mechanization  could 
be  realized. 

What  Congress  could  not  foresee  was 
the  impact  of  inflation  upon  postal  costs. 
In  the  5  years  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Reorganization  Act,  postal  costs  have  in- 
creased from  $9.2  billion  to  $14.5  billion 
annually,  a  58-percent  increase,  primar- 
ily attributable  to  postal  pay  increases 
which  have  either  been  enacted  by  Con- 
gress or  negotiated  in  collective  bargain- 
ing. The  hopes  for  modernization,  which 
the  Kappel  Commission  and  others  pre- 
dicted, have  not  been  realized.  There  are 
almost  exactly  the  same  number  of  em- 
ployees in  the  Postal  Service  today  as 
there  were  in  1970—700,000. 

Now  here  are  three  ways  to  handle  this 
problem.  One  way  would  be  to  reduce 
collection,  delivery,  and  processing  serv- 
ices and,  thereby,  reduce  costs.  Post- 
master General  Klassen  tried  to  do  that 
in  1972.  He  imposed  a  freeze  on  hiring 
and  eliminated  25,000  jobs.  He  also  in- 
curred the  rath  of  the  public  and  the 
Congress,  which  led  to  an  "unfreeze'' 
and  hiring  of  thousands  of  new  employ- 
ees to  restore  service  to  its  previous  lev- 
els. 

So  cutbacks  in  service  did  not  seem 
to  be  the  answer.  Even  modest  proposals, 
such  as  the  discontinuance  of  Saturday 
delivery,  have  been  met  with  substantial 
opposition  from  the  public  and  the  Con- 
gress. Even  if  services  could  be  reduced, 
the  impact  on  postal  costs  would  not  be 
significant.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  pub- 
lic is  likely  to  accept  a  postal  system 
which  delivers  only  3  days  a  week  or, 
as  a  matter  of  policy,  intentionally  de- 
lays mail  to  reduce  costs. 

A  second  method  of  meeting  costs  is 
to  increase  postal  rates.  The  problem 
with  that  is,  we  are  already  doing  it.  The 
first-class  stamp  cost  6  cents  when  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  was  passed 
5  years  ago,  and  soon  the  cost  will  be  at 
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least  twice  that  much.  A  100-percent  in-  * 
crease  in  first-class  rates  in  5  years  is,  in 
my  opinion,  as  much  of  an  increase  as 
the  public  can  be  expected  to  bear. 

Increases  in  other  classes  of  mail  have 
been  even  greater.  Third-class  mailers 
were  paying  4  cents  per  piece  5  years 
ago  this  Christmas,  and  3  days  after 
Christmas  of  this  year  their  rates  will 
be  7.9  cents  per  piece — a  97.5-percent  in- 
crease. 

Newspapers  and  magazines  have  seen 
their  rates  increase  several  hundred  per- 
cent over  1970  levels.  The  average  sec- 
ond-class regular  rate  publication  paid 
2.3  cents  per  piece  in  1970,  and  now  is 
destined  to  pay  9.1  cents  per  piece  under 
the  full  rates  recently  established.  Sec- 
ond-class revenues  will  have  increased 
from  $128  million  in  1970  to  $450  million 
at  full  rates. 

Parcel  post  rates  have  also  increased 
substantially,  at  the  same  time  that 
parcel  post  volume  has  declined  dramat- 
ically. Parcel  post  volume  has  dropped 
50  percent  in  the  past  10  years,  and  rate 
increases  will  only  drive  more  parcel 
business  out  of  the  Postal  Service,  and 
thereby  further  increase  the  costs  of 
parcel  delivery  for  the  remaining  cus- 
tomers of  the  Postal  Service — meaning 
the  average  citizen  who  mails  a  few 
packages  a  year. 

Postal  rates  must  increase  if  costs  in- 
crease, but  I  do  not  believe  mail  users 
under  present  circumstances  should  pay 
all  of  the  costs  which  result  from  infla- 
tion and  other  factors  over  which  mail 
users  have  no  control  whatsoever. 

That  leaves  us  with  the  third  alterna- 
tive, and  that  is  to  increase  the  general 
subsidy  to  the  Postal  Service  for  a  rea- 
sonable period  of  time.  The  $920  million 
public  service  subsidy  represents  10  per- 
cent of  total  postal  costs  5  years  ago; 
but  because  costs  have  increased  58  per- 
cent in  the  past  5  years,  the  $920  million 
is  only  6.3  percent  of  total  postal  costs, 
today.  Of  course,  the  value  of  those  dol- 
lars have  been  badly  eroded  by  inflation. 
If  the  Postal  Service  were  to  be  put  on 
the  same  relative  footing  today  that  it 
was  5  years  ago,  the  public  service  sub- 
sidy would  have  to  be  increased  to  $1.5 
billion  in  actual  dollars,  and  closer  to  $2 
billion  to  restore  the  full  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar. 

The  formula  which  the  committee  has 
worked  out  provides  for  a  4-year  sub- 
sidy  of   approximately   $2.6   billion   per 
year,  which,  when  combined  with  other 
revenues  will  come  very  close  to  balanc- 
ing the  postal  budget.  If  we  approve  this 
legislation  and  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  these  new  authorizations,  the  postal 
deficit  of  fiscal  year  1976  would  be  cut 
from  $1.4  billion  to  $160  million.  This 
estimate  presumes  new  temporary  rates 
m  December  at  the  20 -percent  level  for 
all  classes  of  mail. 


It  will  not  do  any  good,  in  the  long 
run,  to  approve  this  measure  and  not 
live  up  to  the  bargain. 

Events,  inflation,  and  the  policies  of 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
have  virtually  forced  the  Postal  Service 
to  borrow  money  to  pay  its  bills.  I  be- 
lieve the  time  has  come  for  the  Congress 
to  tell  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  that  it  does  not  establish  the 
postal  policies  of  the  United  States.  I 
do  not  believe  there  is  a  reasonable  alter- 
native to  increases  in  the  postal  subsidy. 
We  must  act  in  order  to  insure  the 
success  of  the  Postal  Service  and  the  long 
range  policies  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  look  back  from 
the  vantage  point  of  5  years  of  opera- 
tion under  the  Postal  Reorganization 
system  which  we  created,  at  best  we  must 
admit  that  the  bright  promise  of  in- 
creased efficiency  has  not  materialized. 

I  know  I  do  not  have  to  tell  you  that 
there  is  widespread  public  criticism  and 
disenchantment  with  the  new  Postal 
Service,  and  it  is  a  fact  that  some  of  it  is 
well  founded  and  must  be  taken  seriously. 
It  is  obvious  to  us  all  that  to  date  the 
corporate  type  management  of  the  Pos- 
tal Service  has  not  done  much  better 
than  Congress  did  in  tying  increases  in 
pay  and  benefits  to  greater  productivity 
and  increased  efficiency.  It  is  likewise 
apparent  that  the  rate-fixing  mecha- 
nism we  established  is  too  cumbersome 
and  time  consuming. 

The  bill  we  are  considering  here  today 
will  provide  for  a  temporary  subsidy 
from  tax  funds  for  the  Postal  Service,  and 
an  amendment  that  will  be  offered  will 
place  a  temporary  ceiling  on  the  per- 
centage of  increases  for  the  pending  rate 
proposal. 

This  bill  should  be  taken  for  what  it 
is — a  stopgap  measure  designed  to  rem- 
edy a  temporary  situation. 

We  have  yet  to  see  the  emergence  of 
the  truly  well  motivated  work  force  that 
is  essential  if  we  are  ever  to  achieve  the 
kinds  of  productivity  increases  that  we 
need  so  badly. 

It  is  not  fair  to_  criticize  management 
of  the  Postal  Service  with  broadside 
charges  without  reducing  them  to  spe- 
cifics. What  we  need  is  people  who  know 
how  to  deal  with  a  work  force,  and  the 
complete  removal  of  any  taint  or  sug- 
gestion of  political  favoritism  or  crony- 
ism in  appointing  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors. We  can  and  should  adopt  standard 
sizes  and  shapes  for  envelopes.  We  should 
increase  automation  and  electronic  scan- 
ning of  mail. 

The  Congress  should  overhaul  the  rate- 
making  procedure  as  is  proposed  in  this 
legislation. 

Congress  should  make  changes  in  the 
makeup  of  the  Board  of  Governors  and 
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the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  One  of 
these  items  is  covered  by  this  legislation. 

I  believe  that  the  public  is  willing  to 
pay  more  for  first-class  postage  but  it 
does  not  want  first-class  postage  to  carry 
more  than  its  fair  share  of  the  burden. 

As  I  have  indicated,  pressure  continues 
to  mount  for  Congress  to  take  some  sort 
of  drastic  action  to  step  in  and  make 
wholesale  changes  in  the  Postal  Service. 
My  studies  and  observations  have  con- 
vinced me  that  there  are  no  pat  and  easy 
solutions  to  longstanding  problems,  and 
I  have  been  in  Congress  long  enough  to 
know  that  you  cannot  solve  complex 
problems  simply  by  passing  new  laws. 

Some  people  are  saying  that  5  years  is 
long  enough — that  the  concept  of  a  pub- 
lic corporation  using  basic  business  man- 
agement techniques  has  failed  and  that 
we  should  try  a  drastically  different  ap- 
proach. I  do  not  agree  with  this  policy. 

I  believe  that  the  bill  before  us  today, 
with  the  amendments  that  will  be  offered 
by  Mr.  Hanley,  presents  the  best  ap- 
proach for  the  remedy  of  some  of  the 
problems  faced  in  the  Postal  Service 
today. 

I  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of 
{he  legislation. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Hinshaw)  . 

(Mr.  HINSHAW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  all  of 
us,  I  am  sure,  get  letters  from  our  con- 
stituents. Therefore,  I  thought  that  dur- 
ing our  general  debate  I  would,  take  some 
of  the  language  from  my  constituents' 
mail  and  relate  it  to  this  particular  bill. 
So,  in  essence,  these  comments  are  com- 
ments in  which  I  concur  and  which  I  am 
sympathetic  to,  but  they  represent  the 
consensus  of  the  constituent  attitudes  in 
my  district.  The  consensus  goes  along 
this  line: 

The  American  taxpayer  feels  very 
strongly  that  he  is  being  ripped  off  by 
Government  at  every  turn — the  cost  of 
living,  energy,  utilities,  you  name  it.  But 
most  of  all,  they  seem  to  be  complaining 
about  the  Postal  Service,  and  my  mail 
reflects,  I  think,  a  complete  disillusion- 
ment of  the  American  people  with  the 
Postal  Service.  They  have  seen  rate  in- 
crease after  rate  increase  come  along — 
from  the  S-cent  stamp  in  recent  years  to 
now  the  10 -cent  stamp  and,  for  possibly 
a  Christmas  present,  a  13 -cent  stamp. 

With  each  increase  in  postal  rates,  all 
of  us  have  witnessed  a  deterioration  in 
postal  service,  to  the  point  that  now  one 
can  personally  deliver  many  of  his  let- 
ters to  their  destination  and  still  beat  the 
mail  delivery.  We  are  almost  justified  in 
thinking  that  the  Pony  Express  was  bet- 
ter in  terms  of  delivery  than  that  we  have 
today.  In  my  district,  on  many  occasions, 


it  takes  a  letter  10  days  to  go  from  the 
city  of  Costa  Mesa  to  the  adjoining  city, 
the  city  of  Newport  Beach.  We  wonder 
why,  when  the  points  of  delivery  are  only 
7  to  10  miles  apart. 

I  think  a  lot  of  the  people  in  my  district 
know  that  Members  of  Congress  do  not 
even  dare  question  the  power  of  the 
Postal  Service  because  they  feel  that 
when  we  make  our  complaint  the  Postal 
Service  just  says  to  Members  of  Congress, 
"Go  your  own  merry  way  and  do  not 
question  us." 

We  are  even  told  in  some  cases  that 
persons  feel  they  should  not  complain  to 
their  local  postmasters,  but  they  should 
complain  to  Washington.  Even  the  local 
postmasters  are  becoming  concerned 
about  the  difficulties  they  have  in  terms 
of  responding  to  the  complaints  of  con- 
stituents who  feel  strongly  enough  to  go 
to  their  local  postmasters. 

There  are  many  in  my  district  who 
have  complained  about  the  "ivory  tow- 
er" attitude  of  the  Postal  Service  who 
will  not  listen  even  to  the  Members  of 
Congress. 

In  the  meantime,  as  we  have  recently 
seen,  the  Postal  Service  is  entering  into 
labor  agreements,  the  type  of  which  no 
other  corporation,  company,  or  Federal 
agency  in  America  could  or  would  enter 
into.  And  that  is  done  regardless  of  the 
millions  of  dollars  that  we  appropriate 
here  in  Congress  to  provide  the  latest  in 
machinery  to  help  speed  up  the  process- 
ing and  delivery  of  mail.  Regardless  of 
how  many  man-hours  in  efficient  proce- 
dure the  Postal  Service  puts  in,  this  ma- 
chinery could  still  provide  the  Postal 
Service  some  measure  of  efficiency  if  the 
Postal  Service  had  better  management 
concepts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  hope  that 
new  machinery  would  speed  up  the  proc- 
ess of  delivering  mail  and  reduce  labor 
costs  and  yet  we  have  a  contact  now  in 
which  is  contained  a  no-layoff  clause. 

My  principal  letterwriting  constitu- 
ent went  on  to  say  as  follows: 

Mr.  Congressman,  to  the  millions  of  our 
citizens  and  constituents  living  on  fixed  in; 
come  such  as  Social  Security  and  other  pen- 
sion payments,  to  those  wage  earners  whose 
income  is  tied  to  cost-of-living  increases,  I 
cannot  condone  or  approve  the  steady,  an- 
nual and  semi-annual  increases  in  the  Pos- 
tal  Service  rates. 

He  stated  that  these  rates  are  de- 
signed, it  seems,  to  only  promote  con- 
tinued decreases  in  the  level  and  quality 
of  service. 

Then  he  went  on  to  take  to  task  the 
salaries  which  those  who  are  in  the  pos- 
tal management  are  getting. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  Con- 
gressmen and  the  Senators  who  are  elect- 
ed to  represent  their  people  should  real- 
ize that  the  American  public  is  going 
to  be  watching  what  we  do  with  this  pos- 
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tal  reorganization  bill  which  provides  for 
increased  postal  rates.  Some  of  my  own 
committee  hearings  indicate  to  me  that 
the  Postal  Service  is  not  engaging  in  good 
accounting  practice,  and,  in  fact,  Ad- 
ministrative Law  Judge  Winner  ruled 
that  the  first-class  postage  stamp  should 
be  %V2  cents  and  that  the  rates  of  other 
mail  classes  be  increased  to  take  up  the 
slack. 

We  know  from  sitting  on  the  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  that 
the  Postal  Service  is  engaging  in  suspect 
accounting  practices.  They  do  not  attrib- 
ute properly  attributable  costs  to  the  var- 
ious classes  of  service  as  they  are  re- 
quired to  do  under  the  Postal  Reorgani- 
zation Act.  In  fact,  the  Postal  Service 

fights  for  retaining  rights  of  delivery  in 
those  classes  of  service  where  they  can- 
not even  economically  compete  with  pri- 
vate enterprise.  I  think  parcel  post  is  a 
good  example;  fourth  class  is  a  good  ex- 
ample. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  time  for  the 
Congress  to  reevaluate  the  private  ex- 
press statutes  which  provide  for  a  mo- 
nopoly of  first-class  mail  delivery.  I  be- 
lieve that  some  time,  if  we  do  not  look 
to  the  efficiency  of  postal  service  and  re- 
evaluate the  monopoly  in  the  private  ex- 
press statutes,  we  will  go  down  the  road 
to  maybe  even  higher  first-class  stamps, 
perhaps  15  cents  to  20  cents. 

I  think  we  should  require  that  the 
Postal  Service  be  run  as  a  private  cor- 
poration. The  Postal  Service  in  its  atti- 
tude overlooks  the  word,  "service."  Pri- 
vate corporations  can  go  out  of  business; 
they  can  curtail  products;  and  they  can 
eliminate  uneconomic  divisions  and 
plants.  But  the  Postal  Service  cannot  do 
that  because  the  Congress  will  not  let  it 
do  that.  Yet  the  Postal  Service  seems  to 
be  running  the  operation  as  a  private 
corporation  and  saying  in  effect,  "We  will 
cut  down  on  service  whenever  we  choose." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  have  some 
amendments  to  offer  later  in  the  day  that 
will  deal  with  the  postal  rate  increases.  I 
say  that  it  is  high  time  we  make  those 
in  the  Postal  Service  realize  that  they 
are  subservient  to  the  Congress  and  that 
the  Congress  is  subservient  to  the  people. 
I  think  they  should  realize  that  we  can- 
not have  annual  and  semi-annual  in- 
creases in  the  postal  rates  just  simply 
because  the  postal  management  refuses 
to  become  efficient,  refuses  to  adopt  good 
accounting  practices,  and  refuses  to  pay 
attention  to  the  postal  rate  case  where 
Administrative  Law  Judge  Winner  took 
them  to  task  severely.  I  think  they  should 
adopt  the  same  kind  of  attitudes  that 
private  enterprise  has,  if  they  are  going 
to  want  to  be  a  private  corporation,  and 
they  should  say  that,  "Service  comes  first, 
and  if  we  do  not  provide  service,  then 
we  will  be  forced  as  a  private  corporation 
to  go  out  of  business." 


Mr.  HANLEY.^Mr.  Chafrmah,  r "yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Adams)  . 

(Mr.  ADAMS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
under  consideration  would  increase  the 
amount  that  is  paid  out  of  the  Federal 
budget  for  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  by 
$1.7  billion.  An  increase  of  this  magni- 
tude was  not  contemplated  on  our  first 
budget  resolution  last  spring. 

In  considering  the  recommendations 
we  made  to  the  House  on  the  overall  fig- 
ures on  budget  authority,  outlays,  and 
deficit  for  fiscal  year  1976,  the  Budget 
Committee  foresaw  a  need  for  a  small  in- 
crease over  the  President's  budget  re- 
quest— $200  million — needed  to  preserve 
the  will  of  Congress  in  approaching  the 
goal  of  self-sufficiency  for  the  Postal 
Service.  The  budget  resolution  fully  con- 
templated that  this  goal  of  self-suffi- 
ciency was  a  continuing  policy  of  the 
Congress. 

This  bill  does  not  itself  provide  budget 
authority  or  appropriations  for  an  in- 
creased subsidy. 

Although  H.R.  8603  is  an  authoriza- 
tion bill,  the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  find  it  very  difficult  to  refuse  to  en- 
act a  supplemental  appropriation  for 
funding.  Since  obligation  have  been  in- 
curred. 

As  I  stated  before  House  Concurrent 
Resolution  218  included  a  $200  million 
increase  in  postal  subsidies  above  the 
President's  budget — from  $1,490  million 
to  $1,690  million — for  expected  unavoid- 
able added  costs  of  "revenue  foregone"  . 
resulting  from  the  scheduled  increase  in 
postal  rates.  The  resolution  provides  no 
additional  funds  for  "public  service 
costs" — the  subject  of  H.R.  8603. 
background:   postal  reorganization  act 

OP    1970 

The  aim  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  was  to  provide  that  those  who  use 
the  Postal  Service  should  pay  its  costs.  It 
created  an  independent  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice with  the  objectives  of  self-sufficiency, 
except  for  first,  "phasing"  appropria- 
tions to  cushion  the  immediate  shock  of 
higher  rates  on  some  business  users,  and 
second,  subsidy  of  $920  million  per  year 
for  "public  service  costs,"  which  were 
also  ultimately  to  be  eliminated. 

DEVELOPMENTS:     OF    1970    TO    1975 

Procedures  for  setting  postal  rates  are 
time-consuming  and  cumbersome,  re- 
sulting in  severe  lags  between  the  effect 
of  inflation  on  postal  costs  and  the  at- 
tainable amounts  of  postal  revenues. 
USPS  borrowed  $448  million  in  1974, 
$850  million  in  1975,  and  perhaps  as 
much  as  $1.5  billion  in  1976.  The  first- 
class  rate  increase  from  10  to  13  cents 
now  sought  by  USPS — to  go  into  effect 
early  in  January — is  estimated  to  hold 
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borrowing  requirements  to  $1.4  billion. 

WHAT    WOULD    H.R.    8603    DO? 

Many  changes  are  of  no  interest  to 
the  Budget  Committee;  however,  H.R. 
8603  would: 

First,  increase  budget  authority  and 
outlays  by  $1.6  billion,  if  the  bill  is  passed 
and  signed  and  funding  is  assumed  to  be 
unavoidable ; 

Second,  limit  the  pending  postage- 
stamp  increase  so  that  the  January  first- 
class  rate  would  be  12  cents  instead  of 
13  cents. 

Third,  cause  the  deficit  to  increase  by 
$1.6  billion  above  target  when  appropri- 
ations are  made. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT,  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  comments  of  the  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee. 

Is  his  recommendation,  then,  that  we 
try  to  reduce  this  add-on  deficit? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  That  would  be  my  rec- 
ommendation, and  I  will  support  an 
amendment  that  will  take  the  money  In 
excess  of  that  part  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman's  comments. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  be  heard  on  the 
subject  because  we  do  have  the  overall 
responsibility  on  the  problems  of  deficit 
financing,  and  I  think  the  gentleman's 
comments  should  carry  a  great  deal  of 
weight  when  we  get  to  that  point  in  tak- 
ing up  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  for  yield- 
ing. 

We  would  not  interfere  at  all  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  commission  in  terms 
of  specific  portions  of  the  bill  and  how 
it  should  be  handled.  Each  individual 
Member  should  make  up  his  own  mind, 
but  in  terms  of  the  macroeconomics  of 
this  year,  I  want  the  Members  to  under- 
stand very  fully  that  this  was  not  within 
the  deficit  financing  we  contemplated  for 
the  House  when  the  first  concurrent  res- 
olution was  brought  up. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  How  much  are  we  author- 
izing by  this  bill? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  The  total  amount  author- 
ized was  to  go  from  $1,490  million  to 
$1,690  million.  This  particular  bill  adds 
to  the  top  of  that  an  additional  $1.7 
billion. 

In  other  words,  the  subsidy  was  at  $920 
million  per  year,  and  this  raises  it,  as 
the  gentleman  so  well  stated,  to  $2.6  bil- 
lion for  this  year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Adams)   has  expired. 


Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Adams)  . 

Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  cer- 
tainly we  have  full  appreciation  of  the 
responsibility  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget. 

We  all  will  agree  that  its  purpose  is  to 
plan;  and  in  essence,  it  is  nothing  but  a 
plan  because  it  cannot  foresee  situa- 
tions as  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  happens 
to  be  confronted  with  now,  that  is,  a  de- 
clining volume  of  mail,  and  along  with  it, 
a  declining  revenue. 

Therefore,  are  we  going  to  adjust  and 
are  we  going  to  pump  into  it  the  neces- 
sary dollars  or  are  we  going  to  stand 
by  the  sidelines  and  see  the  institution 
go  bankrupt? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  efforts 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  and  I 
appreciate  its  position.  I  would  be  re- 
miss, however,  if  I  did  not  point  out  this 
side  of  the  coin. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  having  yielded  me  the 
time. 

I  will  state  that  the  first  concurrent 
resolution  sets  targets  as  things  change 
during  the  year.  It  is  the  will  of  Con- 
gress as  we  vote  on  these  matters. 

The  second  concurrent  resolution  in 
October  will  take  into  account  whatever 
changes  the  Congress  may  have  made 
here,  in  the  Middle  East,  or  elsewhere, 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Rousselot)  . 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are  several  issues  in  this  bill  that 
I  think  we  need  to  address  but  since  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  has 
been  helpful  enough  to  address  the  issue 
in  this  bill  relating  to  deficit  financing 
and  its  tremendous  magnitude  and  im- 
pact on  our  overall  budget,  I  would  like 
to  take  some  time  to  comment  on  that 
issue.  There  are  additional  amendments 
in  which  I  am  interested  and  I  will  com- 
ment on  them  at  a  later  point. 

My  good  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  ,  who  has 
worked  diligently  on  this  bill,  and  it  car- 
ries his  name,  has  just  indicated  that  if 
we  do  not  grant  this  substantial  increase 
in  subsidy,  that  somehow  the  post  office 
might  go  bankrupt. 

My  colleagues,  I  think  that  is  clearly 
an  overstatement  and  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  did  not  mean  to  make  it. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  yield  to  the 
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gentleman  irom  JNew  yoyk  in  just  one 
moment. 

First,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  tell  the 
Members  what  the  annual  cash  flow  of 
the  Post  Office  of  the  United  States  is. 
From  revenues  on  postage  already  in 
place,  it  is  $11.9  billion.  An  $11  billion 
cash  flow  without  any  subsidy.  If  we  were 
to  talk  to  any  manager  of  any  normal 
business  and  were  to  ask  them,  do  you 
think  you  could  get  along  on  $11  billion 
and  run  an  efficient  business?  They 
would  all  say,  why,  of  course,  we  can. 
And  if  they  did  not,  they  would  be 
thrown  out  by  the  board  of  directors,  and 
they  should  be. 

I  believe  that  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  and  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski) 
both  have  amendments  to  conform  with 
the  request  of  my  colleague  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  ("Mr.  Adams')  ,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget,  so  as  to  bring  this  terrible  deficit 
in  the  Post  Office  into  some  kind  of  com- 
pliance with  normal  operating  proce- 
dures. 

Mr.  DERWINSIQ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield0 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  my  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  but  first  my  colleague  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
has  asked  me  to  yield  because  I  know 
the  gentleman  is  concerned  about  the 
question  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  Post 
Office.  So  I  now  yield  to  Mr.  Hanley. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  California  very 
much  for  yielding,  when  I  say  this  in- 
stitution is  on  a  collision  course  with 
bankruptcy,  let  me  point  out  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  the  past  fiscal  year 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  is  kind  of  like 
New  York  City,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  That  is  another  issue. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  is  similar  to  this 
Issue. 

ivi>  ttamt/ftv  Thp  facts  are  ouite. 
clear.  The  last  fiscal  year  produced  a 
deficit  of  $830  million.  Add  to  that  the 
borrowing  of  $500  million,  and  it  heads 
into  the  present  fiscal  year  with  an  an- 
ticipated deficit  of  $1.8  billion. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
mentioned  cash  flow  but  the  gentleman 
has  not  mentioned  at  all  the  overhead 
associated  with  that  cash  flow.  There  is 
the  payroll  for  better  than  700,000  em- 
ployees. There  are  things  like  gasoline 
for  the  operation  of  their  122,000  ve- 
hicles. 

Incidentally,  every  time  the  cost  of 
gasoline  increases  by  1  cent,  that  means 
an  add-on  of  $3V2  million  to  the  over- 
head of  the  institution. 

I  have  already  related  to  the  problem 
of  the  declining  volume.  So  I  think  I  am 
on  pretty  firm,  ground  when  I  say  that 
the  institution,  viewing  all  of  these  cir- 


cumstances, is  very  definitely  on  a  col- 
lision course  with  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  gentleman  does 
not  think  that  one  could  run  the  Post 
Office  on  a  cash  flow  of  $11  billion.  The 
gentleman  believes  this  institution  is  go- 
ing to  go  bankrupt  if  we  do  not  give  them 
an  add-on  deficit  to  what  they  are  al- 
ready getting  each  year  of  roughly  $900 
million  of  subsidized  funding?  And  if 
they  do  not  get  that  they  will  go  bank- 
rupt? Is  that  the  gentlemans'  statement? 
Mr.  HANLEY.  What  I  am  saying  is, 
giving  the  prevailing  circumstances,  the 
USPS  is  on  a  collision  course  with  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  that  the  gentle- 
man's statement? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  It  is  kind  of  interesting, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  for  an  answer. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Outside  forces  prior  to 
1970  forced  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act,  saying,  "Take  it  away  from  the  Con- 
gress and  put  it  in  the  hands  of  respon- 
sible businessmen  who  know  how  to  ad- 
minister such  an  institution." 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Of  course,  as  the 
gentleman  knows — and  I  will  interrupt 
him  at  that  point — I  did  not  vote  for 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  because  I 
foresaw,  as  the  gentleman  from  Iowa/ 
(Mr.  Gross)  did,  and  many  of  the  rest 
of  us,  the  very  problems  with  which  we 
are  now  confronted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  additional  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  We  did  not  really 
give  the  management  of  the  Post  Office 
Department  the  kind  of  capability  for 
dealing  with  the  problems  as  a  true  busi- 
ness. It  has  not  been  run  as  a  true  busi- 
ness, as  the  gentleman  well  knows,  and 
there  is  not  a  business  in  this  country 
that  would  not  have  gone  out  of  business 
a  long  time  ago  if  it  operated  the  way 
the  present  postal  system  is  operating. 
And  that  would  be  particularly  true  if 
the  total  customer  dissatisfaction  was 
present  that  we  now  have  with  the  Post 
Office  Service. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  even  the  Federal 
Government  is  not  wholly  satisfied  with 
the  Post  Office  Department.  They  are 
using  the  United  Parcel  Service  all  over 
the  country  because  they  can  get  better 
service  in  a  privately  operated  parcel 
service  than  they  can  with  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

There  is   one  minor   correction.   The 
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gentleman  used  the  figure  of  $11  billion 
cash  flow.  The  gentleman  mentioned  a 
subsidy.  So  that  the  Members  will  under- 
stand the  total  cash  flow,  because  the 
appropriation  becomes  cash  flow,  the  to- 
tal figure  come  up  to  $12,600,000,000,  be- 
cause the  total  subsidy,  including  reve- 
nue, is  up  to  $1,600,000,000. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  we  then  listen  to 
the  admonition  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington,  chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee,  and  keep  in  mind  the  $1.7 
billion  additional,  then  we  are  speaking 
potentially  of  a  $3.3  billion  subsidy,  and 
that  is  a  scary  figure. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  is  not  only  scary; 
I  think  it  is  unreasonable  to  ask  this 
Congress  to  pass  upon  that  kind  of  a 
subsidy,  especially  when  the  service  has 
not  improved  that  much.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  many  areas  since  we  passed  the 
Reorganization  Act,  it  has  gone  clearly 
downhill,  especially  in  the  major  metro- 
politan areas.  Our  constituents  know 
that,  and  they  know  it  too  well.  They  are 
going  to  watch  this  Congress  today  to  see 
what  it  does  and  whether  it  is  going  to 
consider  allowing  the  Postal  Service  to 
operate  without  providing  true  and  total 
service,  even  with  an  add-on  deficit. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

I  listened  with  interest  to  the  gentle- 
man, and  I  think  the  gentleman  focuses 
on  the  point.  I  will  agree  with  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  as  well  that  the 
costs  have  increased,  but  it  is  the  manner 
in  which  the  costs  have  increased  that 
disturbs  all  of  us, 

I  have  here  a  list  of  21  cost  overruns 
of  bulk  mail  centers  in  the  United  States, 
that  I  have  included  as  part  of  my  re- 
marks on  the  rule,  totaling  $19,725,000. 
I  note  that  in  Des  Moines  there  was  a 
cost  overrun  of  $299,000  to  the  Blount 
Construction  Co.;  in  Detroit,  a  cost  over- 
run of  $1,653,000  to  the  Blount  Construc- 
tion Co.;  in  Philadelphia,  a  cost  overran 
of  $580,000  to  the  Blount  Construction 
Co.  and  in  Los  Angeles  a  cost  overrun  of 
$4,175,000  to  the  Blount  Construction 
Co.  That  Blount  just  happens  to  be  the 
former  Posmaster  General. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson). 

Air.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  want  to  ask  a  question  or  two  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington,  the  chair- 


man of  the  Budget  Committee.  I  was 
surprised  when  the  gentleman  partici- 
pated in  the  debate  and  suggested  that 
we  should  remove  from  this  authoriza- 
tion bill  the  subsidy  that  is  included  in  it. 
I  recall  the  gentleman  wrote  a  letter  to 
the  conference  committee  on  the  military 
procurement  bill  when  we  were  critical  of 
Senator  Muskie  for  assuming  the  same 
role,  injecting  the  Budget  Committee  into 
authorization  bills.  Does  that  mean  that 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  is  now 
a  Presidential  candidate,  or  is  he  assum- 
ing the  role  in  the  House  now  that  Sen- 
ator Muskie  did  in  the  Senate? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Certainly,  I  will  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  to  me. 

No;  it  is  the  position  of  the  Budget 
Committee  that  we  will  not  be  generally 
involved  in  authorization  bills. 

I  have  inquired  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  the  effect  of  this  bill.  The 
effect  of  this  bill,  I  am  told  by  mem- 
bers of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
will  be  to  incur  obligations  which  they 
must  automatically  appropriate.  There- 
fore the  only  point  at  which  comment 
can  be  made  on  whether  or  not  this 
deficit  in  outlays  and  appropriations  will 
occur  is  during  this  debate  because  the 
Appropriations  Committee  will  have  no 
choice.  That  is  the  reason  I  am  here 
today.  I  hope  the  gentleman  under- 
stands, as  I  stated  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  for  whom  I  have  great  re- 
spect, that  we  are  not  trying  to  interfere 
with  the  manner  in  which  individual 
portions  of  the  bill  will  be  debated. 
That  is  for  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee and  the  Members  of  this  body  who 
wish  to  support  or  to  oppose  the  bill. 
But  the  effect  of  the  outlays  of  this  bill 
will  be  to  increase  the  deficit  by  $1.7 
billion. 

Mr.  CHARLES  II.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. The  gentleman  has  inquired  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  what  the 
effect  will  be? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  We  have  done  thit  and 
the  reply  has  been  made  to  us  that  if  this 
authorization  is  passed,  that  they,  be- 
cause of  the  nature  of  the  obligation,  will 
have  no  choice  but  to  appropriate.  There- 
fore, that  is  our  reason  for  mentioning  it 
during  consideration  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  V/ILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. What  will  the  gentleman  do  when 
the  Sinai  bill  comes  up  asking  for  $3  bil- 
lion-plus which  has  not  been  considered 
before? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Precisely  what  I  did  on 
this.  The  gentleman  knows  and  I  know 
that  if  they  wish  to  have  whatever  addi- 
tional amount  is  requested  by  the  Presi- 
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dent,  it  will  add  to  the  deficit  we  will 
incur  this  year.  Members  can  decide 
whether  or  not  they  wish  to  increase  the 
deficit  at  that  point.  I  will  make  an  in- 
dividual judgment,  as  will  the  gentle- 
man, as  to  whether  it  is  to  the  interest 
of  the  United  States  to  do  that.  But  it 
will  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the 
budget  deficit.  I  know  of  no  place  where 
the  amount  can  be  obtained  within  the 
budget. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski) 
will  answer  one  or  two  questions  for  me? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Of  course. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. I  understand  the  Postal  Service  sup- 
ports the  bill  in  its  present  form.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  No,  I  believe  not. 
The  Postal  Service  is  very  definitely  op- 
posed to  the  so-called  Mineta  amend- 
ment. They  believe  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  are  workable  from  their  standpoint. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Are  they  not  on  record  as  wanting 
this? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  They  are  on  record 
as  wanting  a  proposal  roughly  the  size 
of  what  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
at  some  point  might  propose,  an  addi- 
tional $900  million,  I  think,  as  a  total. 
Also  they  do  not  have  an  enthusiastic 
attitude  toward  our  reform  of  the  Rate 
Commission  section. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. They  would  like  to  see  us  abolish 
that. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Also,  they  are  not 
happy  with  the  12-cent  limitation  we 
would  impose  or  the  20-percent  we  would 
imnose  on  the  rate  increase. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. The  gentleman  is  not  going  to  go 
along  with  them  on  the  3 -cent  increase? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Unlike  other  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  I  have  not  been 
a  rubberstamp  for  the  Postal  Service.  I 
trv  to  be  objective. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. The  gentleman  thinks  they  are 
generally  in  favor  of  this? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  think  the  bill  in 
its  present  form  is  totally  objectionable 
to  them  for  many  reasons.  The  first  is 
they  would  get  more  of  a  subsidy  than 
Mr.  Bailar  lias  officiallv  asked  for,  which 
is  embarrassing  to  them.  Secondly,  they 
would  get  less  revenue  than  they  applied 
for  in  their  recent  request  to  the  Rate 
Commission.  For  conflicting  reasons  they 
are  opposed  to  different  key  sections  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. It  is  interesting  but  not  surpris- 
ing. It  is  interesting  because  we  on  this 
side  were  under  the  impression  the  Serv- 
ice was  in  favor  of  the  bill  and  it  was 
put  in  a  shape  that  they  could  live  with. 


Now  is  the  gentleman  saying  they  are 
opposed  to  it? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Let  me  clarify.  I 
think  the  gentleman  will  find  no  state- 
ment of  the  Postmaster  General  to  that 
effect.  One  has  to  look  to  what  the  public 
position  is.  That  is  why  they  are  embar- 
rassed by  the  subsidy  and  the  size  of  the 
bill,  which  is  not  what  they  wanted. 
Secondly,  they  do  not  want  us  to  put  the 
20-percent  limit  on  the  rate  increase. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. If  they  were  in  favor  of  the  bill, 
which  they  told  us  they  were,  where  does 
the  administration  stand? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  administra- 
tion's position  is  very  clear.  The  admin- 
istration does  not  want  any  new  subsidy 
for  the  Postal  Service  at  this  point. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. They  are  opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  They  are  opposed 
principally  because  of  the  subsidy  meas- 
ure. They  have  no  interest  in  this  new 
view  of  the  Rate  Commission.  They  are 
opposed  to  the  amount  of  the  subsidy. 
Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  hard-working 
member  of  the  committee,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  ( Mr.  Gilman  ) . 

(Mr.  GILMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
all  aware  of  the  undue  delay  and  in- 
determinate time  taken  by  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  to  render  its  rate-set- 
ting decisions.  The  Commission  which 
was  created  in  1970,  has  taken  a  total  of 
39  months,  or  over  3  years,  to  complete 
action  on  its  first  two  rate  cases.  And,  let 
us  bear  in  mind,  that  this  extensive  delay 
is  at  a  time  when  the  Postal  Service  is 
operating  at  a  deficit  of  $250  million  per 
month — a  burden  which  we  are  now 
shouldering  on  the  taxpayers. 

If  we  adopt  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
8603,  we  will  be  imposing  on  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  a  10-month  statutory 
time  limit  in  deciding  future  rate  appli- 
cations of  the  Postal  Service. 

Failure  to  do  so  would  allow  the  Postal 
Service  to  place  temporary  rates  in  effect 
at  the  level  they  have  requested. 

One  of  the  most  serious  obstacles  con- 
fronting the  Postal  Rate  Commission  in 
deciding  these  rate  applications  is  the 
problem  of  obtaining  the  necessary, 
timely  information  needed  by  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  to  justify  their  find- 
ings. 

The  history  of  rate  application  cases 
before  the  newly  created  Postal  Rate 
Commission  is  a  sorry  spectacle,  con- 
tributed to  by  the  failure  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  to  respond  to  both 
justifiable  requests  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  and  requests  for  legally  ob- 
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*  tainable  information  by  interveners.  Re- 
peated motions  by  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission and  interveners  for  discoverable 
information  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
need  for  further  rate  increases  were  met 
by  inordinate  delays  and  half-hearted 
responses,  forcing  new  motions. 

If  we  are  now  going  to  insist  that  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  accelerate  its 
decisionmaking  process,  reducing  it  to 
a  10-month  time  frame,  then  we  must 
provide  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  with 
the  ability  and  the  teeth  to  obtain  what- 
ever information  is  deemed  necessary 
and  relevant,  backed  up  by  subpena 
power  enforceable  in  a  court  of  law. 

To  achieve  this  purpose  I  offered  and 
the  committee  accepted  two  amendments 
which  are  incorporated  in  this  legislation. 
One  provision  provides  for  certain  re- 
porting requirements  to  be  carried  out 
by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  on  a  regular 
current  basis  along  with  whatever  fur- 
ther information  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission deems  appropriate. 

This  provision  requires  that  the  Post?i 
Service  shall  keep  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission fully  and  currently  informed 
with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  furnish  to  the  Com- 
mission information  with  respect  to- 
First.  Internal  Postal  Service  manage- 
ment matters; 

Second.  Plans  and  policies  of  the  Pos- 
tal Service  with  respect  to  proposed 
changes  in  the  nature  of  postal  services; 
and 

Third.  Evaluations  undertaken  by  or 
at  the  direction  of  the  Postal  Service  with 
respect  to  the  operation  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

In  addition,  the  Postal  Service  shall  be 
required  to  furnish  to  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  any  information  which  the 
Commission  considers  necessary  or  ap- 
propriate for  the  effective  evaluation  of 
the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service. 

The  other  provision,  which  I  proposed 
and  which  is  included  in  this  measure, 
grants  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  the 
authority  to  initiate  reviews  and  hear- 
ings with  respect  to  the  activities  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  and  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice and  the  power  of  subpena  to  compel 
the  production  of  evidence  and  testimony 
of  witnesses  with  respect  to  any  hearing 
held  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  en- 
forceable by  a  contempt  citation  in  an 
appropriate  district  court. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  these  two  ad- 
ditions to  the  bill  greatly  streamline  and 
enhance  the  functions  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  and  will  expedite  the  Com- 
mission's efforts  to  meet  the  10-month 
time  limit  we  are  imposing  for  deciding 
future  cases. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  support  this 
portion  of  the  postal  reorganization 
measure  which  is  designed  to  cure  many 
of  the  deficiencies  of  the  Postal  Service 


&nd  which  will  expedite  the  Commission's 
consideration  of  postal  rates. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Simon)  . 

(Mr.  SIMON  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support 
this  bill  because  I  think  it  takes  us  out 
of  the  land  of  make  believe.  Let  me  point 
out  to  my  colleagues  what  has  not  been 
mentioned. 

The  Postal  Service  has  the  authority  to 
Issue  bonds,  so  that  if  we  do  not  vote 
this  appropriation  to  help  balance  the 
budget,  in  fact  all  that  is  going  to  hap- 
pen, as  far  as  the  national  economy  is 
concerned,  is  that  the  Postal  Service  goes 
out  and  issues  that  many  bonds  to  make 
up  the  deficit.  That  is  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about. 

What  the  gentleman  from  New  York  is 
trying  to  do  with  this  bill  is  to  make  this 
a  little  more  realistic.  Today  I  will  be  of- 
fering an  amendment  which  goes  beyond 
this,  which  will  be  resisted  by  my  good 
friend  from  New  York.  My  amendment 
suggests  that  we  get  rid  of  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  and  put  the  postal 
rates  on  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 
Everyone  has  talked  about  the  useless- 
ness  of  this  appendage,  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission.  Let  us  face  it;  let  us  get  rid 
of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  other  struc- 
tural changes  which  need  to  be  made,  but 
I  think  the  gentleman  from  New  York  is 
moving  in  the  right  direction  with  this 
particular  bill. 

Mr.   DERWINSKI.   Mr.   Chairman,   1 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  (Mr.  Ashbrook)  ,  for- 
mer candidate  for  President. 

(Mr.  ASHBROOK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  and  revise  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  my  friend  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  generally  opposed 
to  large  operating  subsidies  as  proposed 
here,  although  I  do  support  the  basic  con- 
cept that  we  should  underwrite  a  basic 
reasonable  charge-off  for  service.  I  just 
think  that  certainly  we  hold  a  double 
standard  on  the  Post  Office.  We  provide 
many  Government  services,  and  many  of 
them  are* not  paid  for  by  the  users  ex- 
clusively, so  I  think  that  sometimes  we 
do  find  ourselves  a  little  unfair  on  the 
Postal  Service.  Yet,  I  do  not  think  any- 
thing of  this  size  can  be  merited. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Postal  Service  has 
been  given  a  monopoly  over  first-class 
mail,  and  it  has  abused  this  monopoly 
power. 

Because  such  abuse  is  commonly  found 
in  monopoly  situations,  it  would  be  ad- 
visable to  make  certain  that  the  Postal 
Service  not  obtain  a  monopoly  over  any 
other  class  of  mail  service. 
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Lines  3  through  8  of  subsection  3  on 
page  14  limit  the  subsidy  that  can  be 
applied  to  parcel  post,  and  thereby  in- 
sures that  the  Postal  Service  cannot  de- 
velop a  package  delivery  monopoly 
through  rate  subsidies  that  destroy  pri- 
vate competitors.  While  there  are  many 
reasons  to  oppose  this  bill,  that  particu- 
lar section  is  very  meritorious. 

Because  first-class  mail  is  a  postal  mo- 
nopoly, the  Postal  Service  has  put  an 
exceptionally  heavy  rate  burden  on  the 
first-class  user. 

Since  1970  when  postal  reorganization 
went  into  effect,  first-class  rates  have 
gone  up  67  percent  while  parcel  post  rates 
have  increased  by  only  16  percent.  The 
chairman  just  stated  that  parcel  post 
revenues  have  gone  down. 

The  users  of  first-class  mail  has  no  al- 
ternative mail  service  to  which  he  can 
take  his  business. 

Either  he  uses  the  Government's  mail 
service,  or  he  must  go  to  the  added  ex- 
pense of  a  phone  call  or  telegram. 

So  the  first-class  mail  user  is  a  captive 
customer,  and  the  Postal  Service  bur- 
dens him  with  a  disproportionate  share 
of  the  costs  of  postal  operations. 

This  abuse  of  monopoly  power  is  not 
only  unfair  to  the  first-class  mail  user, 
but  it  runs  counter  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act,  which 
specify  that  each  class  of  service  shall 
bear  its  own  costs. 

When  monopolies  are  granted  to  pri- 
vate companies,  strict  controls  over  rates 
and  service  are  established  by  Govern- 
ment to  minimize  abuse. 

Such  a  control  has  been  out  of  the 
Postal  Service  monopoly  by  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act,  which  specifies  that 
rates  for  each  class  of  service  have  to 
recover  the  costs  of  the  service. 

Package  delivery  service  clearly  is  one 
service  where  no  postal  monopoly  exists. 
By  the  retention  of  subsection  3  on 
page  14  of  the  bill,  we  will  insure  that  the 
monopoly  power  of  the  Postal  Service  Is 
not  extended  to  package  deliveries. 

This  subsection  must  be  retained.  It 
gives  the  private  package  delivery  com- 
panies a  chance  to  compete,  and  it  there- 
by protects  the  public  from  the  further 
postal  abuses. 

I  oppose  the  so-called  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act.  History  has  shown  it  was 
poor  policy  and  should  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia  (Mr.  Mineta)  . 

(Mr.  MINETA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ne- 
cessity for  this  bill,  is  paramount  when 
we  think  about  the  fact  that  this  is  the 
only  contact  that  citizens  have  with  the 
Federal  Government.  If  we  are  to  be  in 
a  position  where, we  are  not  going  to  al- 
low, the  deterioration  of  service  to  con- 


tinue, I  think  it  is  vital  that  this  bill  be 
passed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  too  long  we  have 
really  let  service  slide.  I  believe,  under 
the  able  leadership  of  the  chairman  of 
the  Postal  Service  Subcommittee,  we  are 
now  on  the  right  track  and  with  this 
legislation  will  be  able  to  be  in  a  position 
to  make  sure  that  service  is  not  deteri- 
orated and  at  the  same  time  people  will 
recognize  that  they  are  getting  their 
money *s  worth. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  urge  all  of  my 
colleagues  to  support  the  bill  as  it  is 
presently  written. 

Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  give  my  support  to  subsection  3  which 
limits  parcel  post  subsidy. 

Such  a  limit  on  parcel  post  subsidy 
hopefully  will  encourage  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  put  a  handle  on  cost  control  in 
order  to  operate  in  a  more  business-like 
manner. 

It  should  do  this  economic  houseclean- 
ing  before  going  out  to  solicit  new  pack- 
age volume. 

The  Postal  Service  contends  that  it 
must  increase  its  volume  of  packages  so 
that  it  can  reduce  its  unit  costs. 

However,  it  seems  bent  on  doing  just 
the  opposite.  It  is  constructing  a  system 
of  bulk  mail  facilities  that  will  cost  over 
a  billion  dollars.  The  only  way  they  could 
possibly  pay  for  this  system  is  through 
greater  and  greater  congressional  sub- 
sidies, instead  of  charging  proper  rates 
based  on  an  efficient,  tightly  organized 
operation. 

The  Postal  Service  has  failed  to  cut 
costs  in  the  past  as  a  subsidized  opera- 
tion. In  fact,  parcel  post  is  a  money- 
losing  venture  for  the  Postal  Service  and 
all  the  packages  in  the  world  will  not 
bail  it  out  of  its  financially  troubled 
waters. 

To  compete  effectively  for  additional 
package  volume  now  being  handled  by 
private  carriers,  the  Postal  Service  will 
have  to  do  it  with  efficiency  and  flexi- 
bility. A  carte  blanche  subsidy  of  fourth- 
class  mail  is  not  the  answer. 

Lines  3  through  8  of  subsection  3  on 
page  14  may  just  drive  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice into  a  corner  forcing  it  to  face  its 
problem  of  grossly  deficient  productivity. 
Its  only  way  out  will  be  the  compelling 
necessity  to  develop  a  more  efficient  oper- 
ation instead  of  increasing  the  quantity 
of  packages  processed  in  the  quixotic 
hope  that  through  sheer  volume  alone  it 
can  achieve  efficiency  and  economy  of 
operations. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  this  afternoon  to  offer 
my  support  for  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  amendments.  In  1970 
the  need  for  sweeping  reforms  in  postal 
operations  prompted  the  Congress  to 
pass  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act.  It 
was  felt  at  that  time  that  such  important 
and  far-reaching  legislation  would  cure 
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many  of  the  problems  which  burdened 
the  old  Post  Office  Department.  However, 
as  I  am  sure  my  colleagues  have  learned 
from  their  constituents,  postal  delivery 
service  has  continued  to  decline  under 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

The  break-even  concept  embodied  in 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970  has 
compelled  the  Postal  Service  to  look  upon 
itself  as  more  of  a  business  than  a  public 
service.  However,  the  U.S.  Mail  is  the 
most  visible  and  pervasive  public  service 
which  this  Government  renders  to  the 
American  people.  While  taxes  continue 
to  rise  and  the  public  confidence  in  its 
government  continues  to  decline,  we 
must  not  allow  the  further  erosion  of  this 
very  basic  and  far-reaching  service. 

Under  the  presently  proposed  Postal 
Service  regulations  there  is  no  option  for 
providing  door-to-door  service  in  new 
residential  or  urban  renewal  areas.  This 
limits  the  options  to  either  curbline  or 
cluster  box  delivery. 

These  mailboxes  may  be  located  as  far 
from  a  residence  as  the  length  of  a  foot- 
ball field,  creating  considerable  burdens 
for  the  aged  and  handicapped.  In  many 
areas  local  zoning  ordinances  do  not 
allow  curbline  service  due  to  environ- 
mental restrictions  and  problems  with 
vandalism.  In  such  areas  the  resident  is 
forced  to  choose  between  collecting  his 
mail  at  a  cluster  box  down  the  street, 
at  the  nearest  Post  Office,  or  not  at  all. 

The  reaction  to  this  situation  in  my 
own  district  has  been  one  of  outrage.  In 
many  cases  the  confusion  over  whether  a 
new  area  would  receive  door  or  curb- 
line  delivery  has  resulted  in  no  mail 
service  at  all.  Both  individuals  and  busi- 
nesses have  complained  bitterly  about 
the  government's  apparent  inability  to 
deliver  their  mail. 

It  is  clear  that  the  intent  of  the  regula- 
tions proposed  by  the  Postal  Service 
ivould  eliminate  door-to-door  delivery 
in  all  new  residential  areas  throughout 
the  country.  This  would  be  dene  without 
any  consultation  or  advise  as  to  the  needs 
Df  the  local  community.  In  contrast,  the 
delivery  requirements  of  H.R.  8603  estab- 
lish certain  standards  of  distribution 
and  involve  local  jurisdictions  in  some 
Df  the  decisions  regarding  adequate  mail 
delivery. 

This  provision  of  the  bill  was  contrib- 
ated  by  the  outstanding  freshman  Con- 
gressman from  San  Jose,  Mr.  Mineta, 
md  has  received  the  careful  considera- 
tion and  endorsement  of  the  House  Com- 
nittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
The  thrust  of  this  language  is  to  guaran- 
tee quality  delivery  service  to  the  public 
vvhile  at  the  same  time  placing  the  deci- 
sionmaking process  regarding  local  de- 
livery where  it  should  be — at  the  local 
level. 

Mr.  ROSTE'NKO WSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  committee  pro- 


posal to  limit  subsidies  that  can  be  ap- 
plied to  parcel  post. 

This  not  only  makes  economic  sense, 
but  it  is  a  humane  response  to  the  cur- 
rent jobless  problem. 

For  many  months  now  the  Nation's 
workers  have  borne  the  unbearably  heavy 
burden  of  high  unemployment  rates. 

If  huge  subsidies  are  doled  out  to  par- 
cel post  it  would  aggravate  this  prob- 
lem— which  certainly  needs  no  aggrava- 
tion. 

Postal  Service  employees  do  not  need 
parcel  post  subsidy  to  retain  their  jobs. 
They  have  a  job  guarantee  written  into 
their  contract. 

If  parcel  post  volume  decreases,  no- 
body in"  the  Postal  Service  gets  dismissed. 

But  private  package  delivery  com- 
panies cannot  afford  to  guarantee  jobs. 
When  package  volume  dips,  the  number 
of  jobs  dips. 

If  parcel  post  is  able  to  acquire  addi- 
tional package  volume  through  use  of 
subsidized  rates,  jobs  will  be  lost  by 
Teamsters  and  members  of  other  unions 
who  are  employed  by  privately  operated 
delivery  firms. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  keep  the  curb 
on  parcel  post  subsidy — and  join  me  in 
the  fight  against  unemployment. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, for  almost  5  years  now  we  have 
held  a  running  debate  over  whether  or 
not  the  delivery  of  mail  should  be  treated 
as  a  service  or  a  business.  Our  overall 
philosophy  has  been  that  the  costs  of 
mailing  a  letter  should  not  deprive  any 
person  access  to  the  mails,  while  at  the 
same  time,  we  have  sought  to  eliminate 
a  deficit  which  was  costing  all  taxpayers 
millions  of  dollars  every  year.  On  the 
basis  of  promises  that  these  goals  could 
be  achieved,  the  Congress  passed  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  in  1971. 

The  results  of  this  "quasi-governmen- 
tal" venture  have  been  disastrous.  First 
class  mail  rates  have  continued  to  in- 
crease. There  has  been  a  virtual  cessa- 
tion of  new  door-to-door  mail  delivery 
service  in  residential  areas  and,  concur- 
rently, an  insensitivity  to  the  needs  of 
older  and  partially  handicapped  citizens 
for  this  type  of  service. 

These,  among  other  results  of  the  Re- 
organization Act,  are  certainly  not  en- 
couraging signs  of  an  "emerging  busi- 
ness" and,  quite  frankly,  I  question 
whether  an  almost  300-percent  increase 
in  appropriations  will  correct  the  real 
problems  which  continue  to  plague  the 
Postal  Service. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  would  like  to 
comment  on  three  provisions  in  this 
legislation  which  will  go  a  long  way  in 
improving  the  quality  of  our  mail  deliv- 
ery system. 

First,  by  establishing  certain  standards 
of  delivery — that  is,  by  tying  the  Postal 
Service  supplemental  funding  to  door- 
to-door  deliveries — we  will  be  guarantee- 
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ing  a  high  level  of  delivery  service  to  the 
public,  and  at  the  same  time  giving  local 
governments  a  voice  in  Postal  Service 
decision.  I  hear  frequently  about  the 
decline  in  the  quality  of  mail  delivery, 
over  the  past  few  years  and  the  decision 
by  the  Postal  Service  to  end  door-to-door 
service  has  hit  our  senior  and  handi- 
capped citizens  particularly  hard. 

The  point  must  also  be  made  that  a 
good  postal  delivery  service  is  dependent 
upon  the  high  morale  of  those  letter 
carriers  and  Postal  Service  personnel 
who  have  direct  contact  with  the  people 
for  whom  the  mail  service  is  provided. 
Based  upon  my  correspondence,  conver- 
sations, and  personal  contacts  with  my 
constituency,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the 
letter  carriers  and  service  personnel  have 
a  high  degree  of  commitment  and  are 
conscientiously  trying  to  improve  the 
service.  This  provision,  to  tie  supplemen- 
tal funding  to  door-to-door  delivery  will 
better  allow  the  people  who  really  make 
up  the  post  office  to  better  serve  the  pub- 
lic, and  will  insure,  to  a  greater  degree, 
that  the  public  gets  what  it  pays- for. 

Second,  it  is  high  time  parcel  post 
rates  start  paying  their  own  way  and  stop 
depending  on  first-class  mail  rates  to 
cover  their  losses.  The  Postal  Service  has 
historically  set  low  parcel  post  rates  in 
order  to  undercut  the  costs  of  private 
firms.  The  difference  between  the  cost  to 
deliver  these  parcels  and  the  price 
charged  has  been  paid  by  higher  first- 
class  rates.  The  provisions  of  H.R.  8603 
to  prohibit  a  reduction  of  more  than  10 
percent  in  parcel  post  rates  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction.  Under  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1971  each  regular 
class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail  service,  in- 
cluding parcel  post,  is  required  to  pay 
rates  which  cover  those  direct  and  in- 
direct costs  attributable  to  that  class  plus 
a  portion  of  all  other  postal  costs  reason- 
ably assignable.  It  is  quite  fair  to  say 
that  parcel  post  has  been  getting  an  easy 
ride  and  this  provision  will  begin  to  en- 
force the  original  intent  of  the  law. 

Finally,  a  cosponsor  of  legislation  to 
insure  continuation  of  second  class  mail- 
ing privileges  to  college  catalogs,  I  am 
particularly  pleased  with  the  provision 
in  H.R.  8603  making  this  rate  manda- 
tory. College  bulletins  are  a  public  service 
and  the  revocation  of  second  class  mail- 
ing privileges  would  deny  to  our  schools, 
who  are  on  a  shoestring  budget  as  it  is, 
the  speed,  reliability  and  economy  that 
they  must  depend  on  to  distribute  infor- 
mation concerning  their  programs.  The 
provision  in  H.R.  8603  insuring  the  con- 
tinuation of  this  privilege  to  our  colleges 
is  recognition  of  the  important  service 
our  colleges  provide  to  our  communities. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  for  general 
debate  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  Clerk  will 
now  read  the  committee  amendment  in 


the  nature  of  a  substitute  printed  in  the 
reported  bill  as  an  original  bill  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act 
may  b*  cited  as  the  "Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

Sec.  2.  Section  2401(b)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(1)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1976,  and  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  September  30,  1977,  1978, 
and  1979,  an  amount  equal  to  $35  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  delivery  addresses  esti- 
mated by  the  Postal  Service  to  be  served  dur- 
ing the  fiscal  year  involved.  There  is  author- 
ized to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
for  the  period  commencing  July  1,  1976,  and 
ending  September  30,  1976,  an  amount  equal 
to  one-fourth  the  amount  authorized  tmder 
this  subsection  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1976. 

"(2)  (A)  The  appropriations  authorized  in 
paragraph  (1)  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
Postal  Service  for  the  costs  of  maintaining  a 
system  which  shall  provide  a  maximum  de- 
gree of  effective  and  regular  postal  services 
throughout  the  Nation,  and  which  is  avail- 
able to  serve  the  entire  public  regardless  of 
particular  individual  usage. 

"(B)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph 
(C) ,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  de- 
livery or  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent 
residential  addresses  (other  than  apartment 
building  addresses).  The  Postal  Service  shall 
provide  door  delivery  in  any  case  in  which 
the  unit  of  general  local  government  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  address  involved  has 
adopted  zoning  ordinances  in  the  interest  of 
protecting  the  public  safety  which  prohibit 
the  construction  or  maintenance  of  any 
structure  on  the  property  adjacent  to  the 
curbline. 

"(C)  The  Postal  Service  may  provide  clus- 
ter box  delivery  service  for  any  permanent 
residential  address  in  any  case  in  which  a 
unit  of  general  local  government  having 
jurisdiction  over  such  address  specifically  ap- 
proves the  provision  of  such  cluster  box  de- 
livery service. 

"(3)  Appropriations  made  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  ex- 
pended or  utilized  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
effect  a  reduction  of  more  than  10  percent 
in  the  applicable  postal  rates  or  fees  estab- 
lished under  chapter  36  of  this  title  for 
zone-rated  mail  matter  formerly  entered 
iinder   former   chapter   67   of   this   title. 

"(4)  The  levels  of  service  described  in 
paragraph  (2)  (B)  and  paragraph  (2)  (C) 
of  this  subsection  shall  be  required  to  be 
provided  only  during  any  period  for  which 
the  appropriations  authorized  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  have  been  ap- 
propriated   by    the    Congress. 

"(5)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  an 
amount  to  be  appropriated  under  this  sub- 
section, shall  present  to  the  appropriate 
committee  of  the  Congress  a  comprehensive 
statement  of  its  compliance  with  the  pub- 
lic service  cost  policy  established  under  sec- 
tion   101(b)    of   this   title.". 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  3601  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
".5  3601.  Establishment 


108 


"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an 
independent  establishment  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5 
Commissioners,  appointed  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall  be  chosen 
on  the  Lasis  of  their  professional  qualifica- 
tions  and  may  be  removed  by  the  President 
only  for  cause.  Not  more  than  3  of  the  Com- 
missioners may  be  adherents  of  the  same 
political  party. 

"(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to 
serve  after  the  expiration  of  his  term  until 
his  successor  has  qualified,  except  that  such 
Commissioner  may  not  so  continue  to  serve 
for  more  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon 
which  his  term  otherwise  would  expire  un- 
der section  3602  of  this  title. 

"(c)  One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be 
designated  as  Chairman  by.  and  shall  serve 
in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  the  pleasure 
of,  the  President. 

"(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority 
vote  designate  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Com- 
mission. The  Vice  Chairman  shall  act  as 
Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  absence 
of  the  Chairman.". 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by 
subsection  (a),  shall  not  apply  with  respect 
to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  holding  office  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such 
provisions  shall  apply  to  any  appointment 
of  such  a  Commissioner  occurring  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  4.  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  3604.     Administration 

"(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  shall  be  the  principal  executive 
officer  of  the  Commission.  The  Chairman 
shall  exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all 
the  executive  and  administrative  functions 
of  the  Commission,  including  functions  of 
the  Commission  with  respect  to  (1)  the  ap- 
pointment and  supervision  of  personnel  em- 
ployed under  the  Commission,  (2)  the  dis- 
tribution of  business  among  such  personnel, 
and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the 
use  and  expenditure  of  funds. 

"(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions 
\mder  this  section,  the  Chairman  shall  be 
governed  by  the  general  policies  of  the  Com- 
mission. 

"(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facil- 
ities and  supplies  as  may  be  necessary  to 
permit  the  Commission  to  carry  out  its  func- 
tions. Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  un- 
der this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of 
compensation,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  pro- 
grams offering  employee  benefits,  established 
under  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title, 
as  appropriate. 

"(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph 
(2),  the  provisions  of  section  410  and  chap- 
ter 10  of  this  title  shall  apply  to  the  Com- 
mission,  as   appropriate. 

"(2)  The  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Ac- 
counting Act,  1921,  relating  to  the  prepara- 
tion and  presentation  of  budgets,  and  the 
provisions  of  any  other  Federal  law  relating 
to  the  preparation  and  presentation  of  budg- 
ets, shall  apply  to  the  Commission.". 

Sec.  5.  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United 
States    Code,    as   amended    by   section    7(a), 


is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  Any  final  action  of  the  Commission 
under  section  3622,  3623,  3661,  or  3662  of  this 
title  shall  be  made  by  a  vote  of  a  majority 
of  the  Commissioners  in  office.". 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  3624(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall 
promptly  consider  any  request  made  by  the 
Postal  Service  under  section  3622  or  section 
3623  of  this  title.  In  the  course  of  such  con- 
sideration, the  Commission  shall  hold  hear- 
ings and  give  reasonable  public  notice  there- 
of, and  shall  afford  reasonable  opportunity 
for  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails,  and 
an  officer  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  re- 
quired to  represent  the  interests  of  the  gen- 
eral public,  to  be  present,  and  to  present 
data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

(b)  Section  3628  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately 
after  the  second  sentence  the  following  new 
sentence:  "The  standard  of  review  estab- 
lished by  section  706(2)  (A)  of  title  5  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  any  review  made  by 
the    court    under    this    section.". 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  section  3661(c) 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "The  Commission  shall 
not  issue  its  opinion  on  any  proposal  until 
an  opportunity  for  a  hearing  is  accorded  in- 
terested parties,  reasonable  public  notice  is 
given  thereof,  and  a  reasonable  opportunity 
is  afforded  interested  parties,  including  an 
officer  cf  the  Commission  who  shall  be  re- 
quired to  represent  the  interests  of  the  gen- 
eral public,  to  be  present,  and  to  present 
data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  the  fore- 
going provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  af- 
fect any  proceedings  pending  before  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  on  the  date  of  the 

enactment  of  this  Act.  Orders  shall  be  issued 
in  svich  proceedings  and  appeals  shall  be 
taken  from  such  proceedings  as  if  the  amend- 
ments made  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of 
this  section  had  not  been  enacted.  Orders 
issued  in  any  such  proceedings  shall  continue 
in  effect  until  modified,  terminated,  super- 
seded, or  repealed,  through  any  action  taken 
under  title  39,  United  States  Code,  through 
action  taken  by  a  court  of  competent  ju- 
risdiction, or  by  operation  of  law. 

Sec  7.  (a)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  in- 
serting immediately  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph 
(2),  in  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service 
makes  a  request  under  section  3622  of  this 
title  for  a  recommended  decision  by  the  Com- 
mission on  changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of  post- 
age or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services,  or  a 
request  under  section  3623(b)  of  this  title  for 
a  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission 
on  changes  in  the  mail  classification  sched- 
ule, the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  rec- 
ommended decision  to  the  Governors  under 
subsection  (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than 
10  months  after  receiving  any  such  request 
from  the  Postal  Service. 

"(2)  In  any 'case  in  which  the  Commission 
determines  that  the  Postal  Service  has  un- 
reasonably delayed  consideration  of  a  request 
made   by   the  Postal   Service   under  section 
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3622  or  section  3623(b)  by  failing  to  respond 
within  a  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order 
of  the  Commission,  the  Commission  may  ex- 
tend the  10-month  period  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such 
delay.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceed- 
ing with  respect  to  (1)  the  recommended 
decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relat- 
ing to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage, 
and  in  fees  for  postal  services,  made  on  Sep- 
tember 25,  1973,  by  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission Docket  Number  R74-1;  or  (2)  the 
recommended  decision  of  the  Commission 
relating  to  the  proposed  establishment  of  a 
mail  classification  schedule  made  on  Janu- 
ary 18,  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  request 
bearing  Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket 
Number  MC73-1. 

Sec.  8.   (a)  Section  3641  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"J  3641.  Temporary    changes    in     rates    and 
classes 

"(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  fails  to  transmit  a  recommended 
decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or 
in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change  in 
the  mail  classification  schedule,  to  the  Gov- 
ernors in  accordance  with  section  3624(c) 
of  this  title,  the  Postal  Service  may  establish 
temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in 
fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  clas- 
sification schedule,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  Such  temporary 
changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as 
the  Postal  Service  may  determine,  except 
that  such  temporary  changes  may  take  effect 
only  after  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

"(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established 
by  the  Postal  Service  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 
such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  for  suf- 
ficient revenues  to  assxire  that  the  total  esti- 
mated income,  including  appropriations,  of 
the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent  prac- 
ticable, be  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs 
of  the  Postal  Service. 

"(c)  The  Postal  Service  may  not  establish 
any  temporary  rate  for  a  class  of  mail  or 
any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  service  which 
is  more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  re- 
quested for  such  class  or  postal  service  by 
the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  of  this 
title. 

"(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of 
postage,  in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the 
mail  classification  schedule  made  by  the  Pos- 
tal Service  under  this  section  shall  remain 
in  effect  no  longer  than  150  days  after  the 
date  upon  which  the  Commission  transmits 
its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors 
under  section  3624(d)  of  this  title,  unless 
such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by  the 
Governors  before  the  expiration  of  such 
period.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  apply  to  any  action  or  pro- 
ceeding with  respect  to  (1)  the  recommended 
decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  re- 
lating to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  post- 
age, and  in  fees  for  postal  services,  made  on 
September  25,  1973,  by  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal 
Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  R74— 1;  or 
(2)    the  recommended  decision  of  the  Com- 


mission" relating  to  the  proposed  establish- 
ment of  a  mail  classification  schedule  made 
on  January  18,  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service 
in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Rate  Commission 
Docket  Number  MC73-1. 

Sec.  9.  Section  3622(b)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (7),  by  redes- 
ignating paragraph  (8)  as  paragraph  (9) ,  and 
by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph 
(7)    the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(8)  the  educational,  cultural,  scientific, 
and  informational  value  to  the  recipient  of 
mail  matter;   and". 

Sec.  10.  Section  3C23  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)" 
immediately  before  "If  the  rates,"  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections: 

"(b)  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
term  'periodical  publications',  as  used  in 
former   section   4351    of   this   title,    includes 

(A)  any  catalog  or  other  course  listing  issued 
by  any  institution  of  higher  education;  and 

(B)  any  looseleaf  page  or  report  (including 
any  index,  instruction  for  filing,  table,  or 
sectional  identifier  which  is  an  integral  part 
of  such  report)  which  is  designed  for  inclu- 
sion in  any  treaties  or  compilation. 

"(2)    Any  material  described  in  paragraph 

(1)  shall  qualify  to  be  entered  and  mailed 
as  second  class  mail  in  accordance  with 
former  section  4352  through  former  section 
4357  of  this  title. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'institution  of  higher  education'  has 
the  meaning  given  it  by  section  1201(a)  of 
the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C. 
1141(a)). 

"(c)  In  the  administration  of  this  sec- 
tion a  committee  qualified  for  tax  credit  con- 
tributions under  section  41(c)(1)  (C)  and 
(D)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  shall  be 
considered  a  qualified  nonprofit  organization 
under  former  sections  4152(d)    and  4358 (j) 

(2)  of  this  title. 

"(d)  In  the  administration  of  this  sec- 
tion, one  conservation  publication  published 
by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is  responsible 
for  management  and  conservation  of  the  fish 
or  wildlife  resources  of  such  State  shall  be 
considered  a  publication  of  a  qiialified  non^ 
profit  organization  which  qualifies  for  rates 
of  postage  under  former  section  4358(d)  of 
this  title.". 

Sec.  11.   (a)    Chapter  4  of  title  39,  United 
States   Code,   is  amended   by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"§  413.  Reporting  requirements 

"(a)  The  Postal  Service  shall  keep  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  fully  and  currently 
informed  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the 
Postal  Service.  The  Postal  Service  shall  fur- 
nish to  the  Commission  information  with  re- 
spect to — 

"(1)  internal  Postal  Service  management 
matters; 

"(2)  plans  and  policies  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice with  respect  to  proposed  changes  in  the 
nature  of  postal  services;  and 

"(3)  evaluations  undertaken  by  or  at  the 
direction  of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect 
to  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service. 

"(b)  The  Postal  Service  shall  furnish  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  any  information 
which  the  Commission  considers  necessary  or 
appropriate  for  the  effective  evaluation  of 
the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  4  of 
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title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

item: 

"413.  Reporting  requirements.". 

Sec.  12.  (a)   Subchapter  I  of  chapter  36  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 
"§  3605.  Review  and  hearings 

"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall 
have  the  authority  to  initiate  reviews  and 
hearings  with  respect  to  the  activities  of  the 
Beard  of  Governors  and  the  Postal  Service 
under  this  chapter. 

"(b)  Any  hearing  initiated  by  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  under  this  section  shall  be 
in  accordance  with  section  3624(a)  of  this 
title. 

"(c)  (1)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  may 
issue  subpenas,  signed  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Commission,  to  compel  the  production 
of  evidence  and  the  testimony  of  witnesses 
with  respect  to  any  hearing  held  by  the  Com- 
mission under  this  chapter. 

"(2)  Any  appropriate  district  court  of  the 
United  States  may,  upon  petition  by  the 
Commission,  in  case  of  refusal  to  obey  a 
subpena  of  the  Commission  issued  \xnder  this 
subsection,  issue  an  order  requiring  com- 
plaince  with  such  subpena.  Any  failure  to 
obey  such  order  may  be  punished  oy  such 
district  court  as  a  contempt  thereof.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  subcahpter  I 
of  chapter  36  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  item: 
"3605.  Review  and  hearings.". 

Sec.  13.  Section  3683  of  title  93,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)" 
immediately  before  "Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision"  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(b)  The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified 
in  former  section  4554(a)(1)  or  4554(b)(2) 
(A)  of  this  title,  when  mailed  from  a  pub- 
lisher or  a  distributor  to  a  school,  college, 
university,  or  library,  shall  be  the  rate  cur- 
rently in  effect  for  such  mail  matter  under 
the  provisions  of  former  section  4554(b)  (1) 
of  this  title.". 

Sec.  14.  (a)(1)  Subject  to  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (2),  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  may,  after  making  a  request  under 
section  3622(a)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Coda,  for  a  recommended  decision  on  changes 
in  a  rate  or  rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or 
fees  for  postal  services,  place  into  effect,  upon 
10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register,  tem- 
porary changes  in  such  rates  or  fees.  Such 
changes  shall  be  placed  into  effect  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  subsections 
(b) ,  (c) ,  and  (d)  of  section  3641  of  such  title, 
as  amended  by  section  8  of  this  Act.  The 
temporary  rates  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  120  percent  of  the  rates  pro- 
posed as  permanent  rates  by  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  in  its  request  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission,  dated  September  25, 
1973,  for  a  recommended  decision,  bearing 
Docket  Number  R74-1,  and  shall  be  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  section  3626  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code. 

(2)  The  provision  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  shall  apply  only  to  the  first  re- 
quest described  in  paragraph  (1)  made  by 
the  Postal  Service  on  or  after  July  1,  1975. 
(b)  Except  as  provided  by  svibsection  (a) 
(1) ,  any  change  in  rates  or  fees  made  by  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  under  subsec- 


tion (a)  (1)  shall  be  made  without  regard  to 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

Sec.  15.  (a)  (1)  There  is  hereby  established 
the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  (herein- 
after in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  "Com- 
mission"). The  Commission  shall  be  compos- 
ed of  five  members,  to  be  selected  as  follows: 

(A)  two  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  of  whom  one  shall  be  appoint- 
ed as  Chairman; 

(B)  one  appointed  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate; 

(C)  one  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives;  and 

(D)  one  appointed  by  the  Postmaster 
General. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  appointed  within  30  days  following  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(3)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall 
not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  original  appoint- 
ment. 

(b)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  identify  and 
study  the  public  service  aspects  of  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  and  shall  rec- 
ommend to  what  extent  and  by  what  means 
such  aspects  may  be  defined  and  costs  there- 
of reasonably  estimated.  The  Commission 
shall  also  identify,  insofar  as  practicable,  any 
difference  between— 

(A)  the  costs  that  the  Postal  Service 
should  reasonably  be  expected  to  incur  in 
providing  postal  services  in  accordance  with 
the  policies  of  title  39,  United  States  Code; 
and 

(B)  the  revenues  that  the  Postal  Service 
may  reasonably  be  expected  to  receive  from 
rates  and  fees  for  postal  services,  with  due 
consideration  that  demands  for  postal  serv- 
ices may  be  reflected  by  changes  in  the  levels 
of  such  rates  and  fees. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  determine  the 
extent  to  which  the  public  service  aspects 
of  the  Postal  Service  shall  be  supported  by 
appropriations.  The  Commission  shall  rec- 
ommend such  a  plan  with  due  consideration 
being  given  to — 

(A)  the  economic  and  social  benefits  of  the 
postal  system  to  the  user  and  recipient  of 
the  mail; 

(B)  the  relative  economic  ability  of  the 
users  of  various  classes  of  mail  to  absorb  the 
costs  of  the  postal  system; 

'(C)  the  extent  to  which  the  costs  of  main- 
taining a  system  which  would  provide  a  rea- 
sonable degree  of  regular  postal  services  to 
the  entire  public  without  regard  to  individ- 
ual usage,  and  the  degree  to  which  such 
costs  should  be  borne  by  the  public  gener- 
ally rather  than  by  mail  users  in  particular; 

(D)  the  relative  economic  and  social  bene- 
fits cf  other  uses  of  private  and  public  funds; 
and 

(E)  the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for  ade- 
quate and  dependable  funding  and  for  sys- 
tematic planning  and  ratemaking  to  provide 
efficient  and  economical  postal  services  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  policies  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code. 

(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall  study  the 
ratemaking  procedures  established  under 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  particularly  the 
functions  and  responsibilities  of  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission,  and  shall  develop  recom- 
mendations for  more  expeditious  and  eco- 
nomical procedures  that  are  responsive  to 
the  needs  of  the  Postal  Service  and  the  pub- 


Ill 


lie.  li  the  Commission  recommends  trie  aDOii- 
tion  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  the 
Commission  shall  further  recommend  a 
method  of  assuring  that  changes  in  postal 
rates  shall  be  reviewed  independently  outside 
the  Postal  Service.  The  Commission  shall 
consider  a  system  in  which  changes  in  postal 
rates  shall  not  exceed  changes  in  consumer 
prices  unless  greater  changes  are  approved 
by  a  body  Independent  of  the  Postal  Service. 
(2)  In  reviewing  postal  ratemaking  pro- 
cedures pursuant  to  paragraph   (1)    of  this 

subsection,  the  Commission  shall  study  the 
reasonableness  and  adequacy  of  the  rate- 
making  criteria  established  by  section  3622 
(b  i  of  title  39,  United  States  Code.  The  study 
I  address  the  desirability  of  a  statutory 
requirement  that  cost  attributions  to  partic- 
ular classes  of  mail  or  types  of  mail  service 
shall  be  based  on  the  proportionate  variabil- 
:"  mail  volume. 

id)  The  Commission  shall  study  the  causes 
of  the  increases  In  postal  costs  that  have  oc- 
curred since  the  enactment  of  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act.  The  Commission  shall 
consider  and  report  on  the  desirability  of 
instituting  additional  statutory  or  adminis- 
trative systems  for  reviewing  and  control- 
ling postal  costs  or  of  changing  the  system 
currently  established  under  title  39,  United 
S:ates  Code. 

(e)(1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  Its 
functions  under  this  section,  the  Commis- 
sion may  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places 
and  receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as 
it   considers   advisable. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly 
from  any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  information  and  assistance  necessary 
to  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section. 
Each  department  or  agency  is  authorized  and 
directed,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law  and 
within  the  limits  of  available  funds,  to  fur- 
nish information  and  assistance  to  the  Com- 
mission. 

(3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commis- 
sion, any  member  or  agent  of  the  Commission 
may  take  any  action  which  the  Commission 
is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

(4)  All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences. 
or  other  proceedings  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  open  to  the  chairmen  of  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  or  their  designees 
and  reasonable  notice  of  such  meetings  or 
hearings  shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen 
or  their  designees. 

(f)il)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2  i,  members  of  the  Commission  each  shall 
receive  as  compensation  the  daily  equivalent 
of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for 
grade  GS-18  for  each  day  (including  travel- 
time)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the 
actual  performance  of  duties  veoted  in  the 
Commission. 

2i  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are 
full-time  officers  or  employees  of  the  United 
States  shall  receive  no  additional  pay  on 
account  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(3)  While  away  from  their  homes  or  regu- 
lar  places  of  business  in  the  performance  of 
service  for  the  Commission,  members  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in 
the  same  manner  as  persons  employed  inter- 
mittently in  the  Government  service  are  al- 
lowed e::ner_ses  under  section  5703(b)  of 
;.  United  States  Cce'e. 

(g)   The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix 


the  compensation  oi  such  personnel  as  it 
considers  advisable  without  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  gov- 
erning appointments  In  the  competitive  serv- 
ice, and  such  personnel  may  be  paid  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51 
and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such  ti- 
tle relating  to  classification  and  General 
Schedule    pay    rates,    but    at    a    rate    not    to 

I     rhe    maximum    rate    authorized    by 
the     General     Schedule.     The     Comm:  - 
may  procure  the  services  of  experts  and  con- 
sultants in  accordance  with  section  3109  of 

'    United  States  Code,  but  at  rates  for 

iduals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equiva- 
lent of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect 

ie    maximum    rate    authorized    by  the 
■I  Schedule. 
(h)(1)   The  Commission  shall  transmit  to 
the  President  and  to  each  House  of  Congress 

ed  interim  progress  reports  four  times 
:iy,    and    a   final    report    containing    a 
detailed"  statement  of  its  findings  and  recom- 
mendations,   together    with    any    individual 

views,  within  two  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  not  be  required 
to  obtain  the  clearance  of  any  Federal  agency 
before  the  transmittal  of  its  report. 

(1)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist 
sixty  days  after  the  transmission  of  its  re- 
port under  subsection  (h)  and  all  offices  and 
employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 

(j)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Postal  Service  Fund  established  un- 
der section  2003  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  without  fiscal  year  limitation,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  Expenses  incurred 
by  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
Postal  Service  Fund. 

Mr.  HANLEY  ( during  the  reading'. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  be  considered  as 
read,  printed  in  the  Record,  and  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BY 
MR.  HANLEY 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
a   series   of   technical  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Technical  amendments  offered  by  Mr. 
Hanley:  Page  13,  line  8,  insert  "of  this  sub- 
section" immediately  after  "(1)". 

Page  13,  line  13,  insert  "of  this  paragraph'' 
immediately  after   "subparagraph    (C)". 

Page  17,  line  7,  insert  "of  this  Act"  im- 
mediately  after   "section   7(a)". 

Page  19,  line  3,  insert  "of  this  subsect-ion" 
immediately  after  "paragraph   (2)". 

Page  19,  line  20,  insert  "of  this  subsection" 
immediately   after   "paragraph    (1)". 

Page  20.  line  1.  strike  out  "made  on  Sep- 
tember 25.  1973"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"requested  on  September  18,  1975". 

Page  20,  line  3,  strike  out  "R74-1"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "R76-1**. 

Page  21,  line  17,  insert  "of  this  section" 
immediately  after  "subsection    (a)". 

Page  21,  line  21,  strike  out  "made  on  Sep- 
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'   tember  25,  1973"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"requested  on  September  18,  1975". 

Page  21,  line  23,  strike  out  "R74-1"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "R76-1". 

Page  21,  line  25,  strike  out  "made"  and 
insert    in    lieu    thereof    "requested". 

Page  22,  line  14,  insert  "the"  immediately 
after  "For". 

'  Page  22,  line  22,  insert  "of  this  subsection" 
immediately  after  "paragraph    (1)". 

Page  22,  line  24,  insert  "the  applicable 
provisions  of"  immediately  after  "-with". 

Page  26,  line  2,  insert  "of  this  subsection" 
immediately    after    "(2)". 

Page  2G,  line  20,  insert  "of  this  section" 
immediately,  after   "subsection    (a)(1)". 

Page  26,  line  22,  insert  "such"  immediately 
after  "under".  ' 

On  page  29,  line  22,  strike  out  the  word 
"that"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  word 
"for". 

On  page  29,  line  23,  strike  out  "shall  be 
based  on  the  proportionate  variability  of 
mail  volume". 

Mr.  HANLEY  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  technical  amendments  be  con- 
sidered en  bloc  and,  further,  that  they 
be  considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.    ROUSSELOT.   Mr.    Chairman,   I 

object.  I  think  they  should  be  read  and 
we  should  know  what  they  are. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

(The  Clerk  continued  to  read  the  tech- 
nical amendments.) 

Mr.  HANLEY  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  technical  amendments  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

<The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  technical  amendments.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  that  the  amend- 
ments be  considered  en  bloc? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendments 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.    DERWINSKI 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Derwinski  : 
Strike  out  section  2  in  its  entirety  and  re- 
designate the  succeeding  sections  accord- 
ingly- 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  un- 
like the  amendments  that  were  just  ac- 
cepted en  bloc,  my  amendment  is  a  bit 
less  technical,  and  it  deals  with  substan- 
tial figures.  I  think  it  is  equally  deserv- 
ing of  immediate  and  unanimous  accept- 
ance. However,  not  expecting  that  kind 
of  response,  let  me  give  the  Members  my 
arguments  for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  effect  of  my 
amendment  is  simple.  It  would  retain 
the  present  law  which  authorizes  an  an- 
nual appropriation  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice of  $920  million  as  a  reimbursement 
for  public  service  costs  incurred. 

In  contrast,  section  2  of  the  reported 
bill  would  almost  triple  this  appropria- 
tion authorization  under  a  very  impre- 
cise formula  that  would  give  the  Postal 
Seiwice  an  amount  equal  to  $35  times 
the  number  of  delivery  addresses  esti- 
mated to  be  served  during  the  fiscal  year 
involved. 

Using  one  estimate  of  74  million  deliv- 
ery addresses  provided  by  the  Postal 
Service,  this  would  mean  a  public  service 
subsidy  of  $2.6  billion  for  fiscal  year  1978. 
Unfortunately,  the  term  "delivery  ad- 
dress" is  not  defined  by  the  legislation, 
and  there  are  conflicting  estimates  of  the 
number  within  the  Postal  Service  itself. 
One  unofficial  Postal  Service  estimate 
ranges  as  high  as  85  million. 

Obviously,  the  number  of  delivery  ad- 
dresses could  fluctuate  wildly  from  year 
to  year,  and  the  Congress  would  be  at  the 
mercy  of  the  Postal  Service's  estimates  in 
calculating  the  amount  of  subsidy  au- 
thorized by  this  legislation.  This  is  a  poor 
way  to  treat  the  taxpayers'  money. 

Mr.    Chairman,    it    should    also    be 

pointed  out  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
has  already  received  its  appropriation 
for  fiscal  year  1976  in  the  amount  of  $1.58 
billion.  This  money  was  appropriated  un- 
der Public  Law  94-91  and  covers  appro- 
priations for  public  service  and  revenue 
foregone.  If  the  Congress  were  to  enact 
the  legislation  before  us,  it  would  mean 
an  additional  subsidy  for  fiscal  year  1976 
in  the  amount  of  $2.6  billion,  making  the 
grand  total  $4.18  billion  for  the  year.  I 
honestly  do  not  believe  a  postal  subsidy 
of  this  magnitude  can  be  justified. 

To  sum  up,  all  my  amendment  does, 
by  striking  this  section  of  the  bill,  is  this: 
It  retains  the  present  law  which  provides 
for  an  annual  appropriation  to  the  Postal 
Service  of  $920  million  as  reimbursement 
for  Postal  Service  costs.  May  I  add  that 
the  Postal  Service  already  has  that  $920 
million.  It  is  an  automatic  appropriation 
draw. 

In  contrast,  section  2  of  the  bill,  the 
section  which  I  propose  to  strike,  would 
almost  triple  that  appropriation.  That  is 
the  figure,  according  to  the  debate  that 
took  place  earlier  in  the  discussion  be- 
tween the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.    Rousselot)    and    the    gentleman 
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from  Washington  (Mr.  Adams).  The  for- 
mula would  be  to  provide  $35  for  a  num- 
ber of  delivery  stops  which  are  presently 
estimated  at  somewhere  over  74  million. 

Now,  it  is  one  thing  to  debate  delivery; 
it  is  another  thing  then  to  look  at  the 
cost  figure. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  stress 
this  point.  Basically  what  we  would  be 
doing  is  this:  If  we  add  to  the  public 
service  appropriation  the  revenue  fore- 
gone and  a  figure  of  $59  million  for  tran- 
sitional costs  from  the  postal  department 
to  the  Postal  Service,  we  are  speaking  of 
a  basic  subsidy  of  the  Postal  Service  of 
$1.6  billion.  If  we  add  an  additional  $2.6 
billion,  which  would  be  the  figure  in  the 
first  year  if  this  amendment  of  section  2 
prevails,  later  on  it  would  come  down  to 
approximately  $1.7  million.  But  we  are 
talking  about  an  immediate  budgetary 
impact  of  $2.6  billion  and  then  approxi- 
mately $1.7  billion  for  the  next  3  years. 

If  there  is  one  thing  we  do  not  want  to 
do,  it  is  to  give  any  department  or  agen- 
cy of  Government  money  that  they  do 
not  want.  The  Postal  Service  has  not  re- 
quested this  degree  of  subsidy. 

In  the  years  I  have  served  in  Congress 
I  can  rarely  recall  a  situation  where  the 
Congress  has  been  so  generous  that  we 
forced  money  on  a  department  or  agency 
that  it  was  not  seeking,  much  less  on  a 
department  or  agency  that  is  as  con- 
troversial as  the  Postal  Service  is.  I  think 
it  is  not  wise  for  us  to  suddenly  say,  as 
many  Members  seem  to  be  saying,  that 
"We  do  not  like  your  service.  You  are 
not  giving  the  public  the  service  they  ex- 
pect, but  we  are  going  to  reward  you  with 
a  $2.6  billion  subsidy  to  further  expand 
an  ineffective  service."  The  contradic- 
tions are  obvious. 

Let  me  just  sum  up  by  pointing  out  the 
budgetary  impact.  Let  me  reemphasize 
the  point  that  the  Postal  Service  has  re- 
ceived $920  million  a  year.  That  is  an 
automatic,  annual  appropriation.  In  ad- 
dition, for  the  present  fiscal  year  they 
are  to  receive  $603  million  in  revenue 
foregone  and  $59  million  in  transitional 
costs.  That  comes  to  exactly  $1  billion 
582  million. 

All  I  am  saying  is  that  if  the  Members 
will  support  my  amendment,  we  will  lim- 
it the  subsidy  to  the  Postal  Service  to 
that  figure,  $1  billion  582  million.  If  the 
Members  do  not  accept  my  amendment, 
we  will  be  providing  the  Postal  Service 
with  an  unrequested  subsidy  of  an  addi- 
tional $2.6  billion. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
most  interested  in  voting  with  my  col- 
league on  the  matter  of  a  subsidy,  but  I 
am  just  wondering  about  one  thing  as  a 


matter  of  interest.  I  confess  I  am  not 
an  expert  on  this  bill. 

I  am  referring  to  section  3  on  page  14. 
That  would  not  be  a  subsidy,  would  it? 
That  section  is  there  to  prevent  the  sub- 
sidization within  the  Postal  Service  of 
parcel  post. 

Does  the  gentleman  endeavor  by  his 
amendment  to  strike  that  out? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  No,  no.  I  am  strik- 
ing section  2  of  the  bill.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman is  looking  at  an  amendment  that 
was  added  in  committee  to  section  3. 

Let  me  say  as  to  the  parcel  post  rates 
that  the  provision  has  existed  for  many 
years  that  the  parcel  post  rates  are  ap- 
proximately at  a  break-even  figure.  How- 
ever, we  are  speaking  of  subsidies.  We 
are  speaking  basically  of  second-  and 
third-class  rate  revenue  forgone. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  urge  adoption  of  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  HANLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  remind 
the  Members  that  in  the  event  the  Der- 
winski  amendment  should  be  adopted,  it 
is  going  to  produce  two  rather  dramatic 
results.  It  is  going  to  produce  a  drastic 
cutback  in  postal  service.  It  could  also 
have  the  effect  of  expanding  upon  the 
amount  of  the  already  proposed  great 
increase.  It  could  produce  both. 

We  are  talking  again  about  subsidies 
to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service.  This  particular 
entity  has  to  endure  the  stigma  of  sub- 
sidy, whereas  all  other  agencies  of  Gov- 
ernment apparently  enjoy  the  status  of 
appropriation. 

We  are  talking  in  this  bill  of  about  $1.7 
billion  by  way  of  an  appropriation  to  a 
service  that  touches  every  American 
citizen.  For  what  it  is  worth,  the  budget 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  exceeds 
the  "subsidy"  of  the  USPS  by  five  times. 
Yet,  there  are  not  any  people  or  few  peo- 
ple who  tend  to  shoot  holes  through  it. 
By  the  same  token,  that  is  so  with  respect 
Therefore,  pray  tell,  what  is  so  bad  about 
to  all  other  agencies  of  Government, 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service? 

The  gentleman  says,  "Strike  the  entire 
subsidy." 

The  Postmaster  General  has  decreed 
that  unless  he  has  an  additional  $920 
million,  at  least,  the  fiscal  condition  of 
that  entity  is  going  to  worsen.  As  I  look 
at  the  matter,  it  is  going  to  be  on  a  colli- 
sion course  with  bankruptcy. 

I  have  related  it  to  other  problems, 
such  as  the  declining  volume  of  mail.  For 
instance,  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion is  rapidly  moving  in  the  direction  of 
electronic  transfer  of  benefits.  It  Is  per- 
haps the  largest  customer  of  the  USPS: 
30  million  checks  times  10  cents  a  month. 
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The  goal  of  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
minstration  is  to  reduce  that  postal  bill 
down  to  about  5  percent  of  its  present 
bill,  so  that  beneficiaries'  benefits  will  be 
deposited  electronically  in  each  bene- 
ficiary's own  neighborhood  bank. 

So  be  it  with  the  banking  industry, 
which  is  moving  rapidly  in  the  direction 
of  electronic  transfer;  and  so  be  it  with 
the  insurance  industry,  all  of  which  are 
going  to  place  their  mark  on  the  ability 
of  the  USPS  to  function  as  it  has  tradi- 
tionally functioned. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  those  who 
say,  "Defeat  this  subsidy,"  I  ask  them 
what  their  alternative  is.  How  does  the 
Postmaster  General  offset  the  increased 
cost  of  gasoline?  I  have  already  men- 
tioned that  for  every  single  penny  in  the 
increased  cost  of  gasoline,  that  relates  to 
an  add-on  of  $3.5  million. 

Where  does  he  get  this  money?  Does  it 
float  down  out  of  the  heavens?  I  think 
we  know  that  it  does  not. 

It  is  ironic  that  I,  as  a  Democrat,  and 
my  colleagues  are  fighting  a  cause  that 
should  be  fought  by  the  Republican 
Party.  The  Reorganization  Act  was  a 
product  of  the  previous  administration. 
For  what  it  is  worth,  the  top  administra- 
tors of  this  entity  happen  to  be  products 
of  this  administration. 

You  are  the  people  who  should  be  up 
here  expounding  as  we  are.  Unfortun- 
ately you  take  this  attitude  without  pro- 
ducing anything  in  the  way  of  an  al- 
ternative whereby  that  entity  might 
survive,  whereby  that  entity  might  con- 
tinue to  be  the  chief  artery  of  commerce, 
but  there  are  no  answers. 

Perhaps  we  should  let  it  go  down  the 
tube,  and  let  it  go  into  bankruptcy.  Then 
politically  look  back  and  say,  well,  that 
is  another  achievement  of  that  admin- 
istration, the  bankruptcy  of  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service. 

We  have  tried  very  hard  to  be  objec- 
tive. We  have  tried  very  hard  to  be 
statesmen.  We  have  tried  very  hard  to 
work  with  each  of  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
erals in  an  effort  to  get  the  institu- 
tion on  the  track.  Now  we  have  to  en- 
gage in  this  sort  of  colloquy  as  though 
we  were  doing  something  for  ourselves. 

What  we  are  doing  is  recognizing  the 
responsibility  that  we  have  as  members 
of  this  committee. 

Should  the  measure  go  into  defeat 
then  the  President  is  going  to  have  to 
act  later  on,  should  that  entity,  result- 
ing from  a  defeat  here  today,  go  into 
bankruptcy,  then  let  the  President  act. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Hanley 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague  for  yielding  to  me. 


Let  me  say,  in  response  to  the  ques- 
tion of  what  is  the  alternative,  that  back 
on  the  evening  of  the  great  debate  and 
the  dazzling  performances  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Arizona  (Mr.  Udall)  and  my 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwinski)  in  creating  this  cor- 
poration here  on  the  floor,  I  suggested 
that  an  alternative  might  be  to  strike 
down  the  private  express  statutes  and 
permit  private  competition  to  relieve  the 
Post  Office  of  some  of  its  burden. 

The  newly  created  corporation  did  an 
in-house  study,  as  the  gentleman  will  re- 
call, on  my  proposal  which  was  made  a 
provision  of  that  legislation.  Unfortun- 
ately, they  rejected  the  idea.  But,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  that  is  the  answer  as  one 
alternative,  I  would  suggest  to  my  good 
friend  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  do  recall  the  gentle- 
man's proposal  and  I  do  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  attitude  toward  it.  But,  let 
me  ask  the  gentleman,  is  such  a  private 
enterprise  going  to  assume  the  obliga- 
tion for  the  distribution  of  mail  through- 
out America  in  all  the  underpopulated 
sections  of  America?  Is  it  willing  to  go 
into  the  hamlets  of  Georgia,  Arizona, 
and  Tennessee,  and  is  it  going  to  provide 
there  the  same  sort  of  service  that  it  is 
more  than  willing  to  provide  in  the 
heavily  populated  areas?  The  answer  is 
no,  it  will  not  do  that. 

That  being  the  case  with  the  American 
taxpayers,  talking  about  a  lot  of  money 
here,  God  help  us  then  because  we  would 
be  talking  about  an  awful  lot  of  money 
in  attempting  to  serve  every  nook  and 
corner  of  America  should  the  private 
express  statute  no  longer  be  continued  by 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  United 
Parcel  Service  is  serving  those  smaller 
hamlets  the  gentleman  refers  to  in  the 
carriage  of  fourth  class  mail. 

Second,  with  regard  to  the  service  to 
these  areas  the  gentleman  has  referred 
to,  there  is  no  danger  insofar  as  they 
are  concerned.  The  independent  post  of- 
fice corporation  would  continue  to  serve 
them  since  their  burden  would  be  greatly 
lightened.  Simultaneously,  private  car- 
riers would  be  delivering  letters  more  ef- 
ficiently at  a  lower  cost,  and  they  would 
be  paying  taxes  to  the  U.S.  Government 
to  help  underwrite  the  subsidies  paid  to 
the  present  post  office  corporation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  again  expired. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  respond  to  my  good  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  ,  because  I  know  the  gen- 
tleman is  most  sincere  on  some  of  the 
points  he  is  attempting  to  make  to  the 
House. 
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First,  the  gentleman  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect that  the  Post  Office  does  in  fact 
touch  every  single  American.  There  Is 
not  one  Member  of  this  Congress  who 
does  not  realize  that  because  they  all 
have  had  a  substantial  number  of  com- 
plaints from  constituents  since  we  put 
through  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act. 
Because  all  the  promises  that  were  made 
by  the  proponents  for  that  bill  have 
clearly  not  been  justified.  We  are  seeing 
attempts  to  gloss  over  this  lack  of  per- 
formance. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Postal 
Service  has  gone  the  other  way  in  many 
cases. 

So  the  claim  that  we  as  Members  of 
Congress  have  no  ability  to  make  a  judg- 
ment on  some  of  these  matters  because 
we  do  not  realize  it  touches  every  Ameri- 
can is  wrong.  We  know  that  only  too  well. 
The  reason  we  know  it  full  well  is  be- 
cause the  Postal  Service  has  not  done  a 
proper  job  in  many  areas. 

No.  2,  the  argument  that  the  Postal 
Service  is  going  to  go  down  the  tube  if 
we  do  not  pass  on  an  extra  subsidy  is 
balmy  and  nonrational.  We  are  talking 
about  a  differential  here  of  about  $1,- 
700,000,000  that  my  two  colleagues  are 
trying  to  clear  out  of  this  bill.  The  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee  says  that 
in  their  judgment  it  will  cause  an  un- 
necessary add-on  deficit.  The  Postmas- 
ter General  has  not  requested  this  kind 
of  add-on  deficit.  There  is  still  a  sub- 
sidy left  if  the  amendment  of  my  col- 
league, the  gentlemen  from  Illinois  or 
Arkansas,  prevail — and  I  hope  they  will. 
So  there  is  no  attempt  to  put  the  Post 
Office  out  of  business  with  either  of  the 
amendments. 

Again  I  wish  to  refresh  the  memory 
of  my  colleague  from  New  York  that 
there  is  still  almost  $12  billion  of  cash 
flow,  which  includes  the  $920  million 
deficit  financing  which  the  Post  Office 
said  they  would  eliminate  if  we  gave 
them  the  power  to  reorganize  the  whole 
service  in  1970.  The  gentleman  knows 
that.  He  was  one  of  the  advocates  of  the 
bill. 

Another  argument  that  my  colleague 
raises  is  that  there  are  people  beginning 
to  use  other  services,  and  that  is  cer- 
tainly true.  My  colleague  knows  full 
well  that  the  Federal  Government  itself 
is  now  using  United  Parcel  Service  in 
many  parts  of  the  country,  not  because 
the  United  Parcel  Seiwice  is  unable  to 
serve  the  rural  areas,  the  remote  areas, 
but  because  it  serves  them  better  in 
many  areas  than  the  Postal  Service. 
There  is  the  proof  from  my  colleague 
that  when  given  the  opportunity,  the 
private  sector  will  provide  as  good  serv- 
ice at  better  rates  and  at  less  cost. 

On  the  issue  of  delivery  of  social  secu- 
rity checks,  if  social  security  is  success- 
ful in  achieving  the  kind  of  delivery  sys- 


tem to  the  social  security  recipients  that 
it  hopes  to  achieve  through  electronic 
transfer  service,  by  a  more  direct,  effi- 
cient method,  that  is  even  a  greater  argu- 
ment that  we  not  allow  more  bloated 
deficit  financing.  EFTS  will  cause  a  re- 
duction in  the  amount  of  demand  on 
the  Postal  Seiwice.  It  will  be  a  reduction 
in  cost,  a  substantial  reduction  in  cost. 
So  why  at  this  time  increase  the  deficit 
in  the  name  of  "saving  the  Service," 
when  its  very  services  the  gentleman 
acknowledges  are  soon  to  be  reduced  by 
more  efficient  means? 

One  of  the  complaints  by  this  Congress 
has  been  of  the  publications  that  do  not 
"pay  their  way."  So  we  have  over  a  iu- 
year  period,  and  the  Postal  Service  has, 
asked  that  those  costs  of  postage  be  in- 
creased. Many  of  those  publications  are 
now  going  to  private  delivery  systems 
because  they  can  do  it  cheaper,  so  that 
burden  of  delivery  is  being  taken  from 
the  Postal  Service. 

Reader's  Digest*  is  now  in  the  process 
of  going  to  private  delivery  because  they 
have  found  a  way  to  do  it  at  less  cost  and 
with  better  service.  So  is  the  Wall  Street 
Journal.  So,  again,  those  add-on  costs 
are  being  reduced,  so  the  major  excuse 
to  have  a  greater  deficit  has  been 
eliminated. 

My  answer  to  my  colleague  is  if  he  is 
concerned  about  what  the  private  sec- 
tor will  do  in  its  willingness  to  serve 
the  "remote  areas  or  the  nonurban 
areas,"  the  Congress  can  assure  that  pri- 
vate carriers  serve  the  whole  country  or 
the  whole  region  which  they  are  plan- 
ning to  seiwe.  In  the  same  manner  in 
which  the  post  office  is  required  to  do  so. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Hanley,  and  by 
unanimous  consent.  Mr.  Rousselot  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional  min- 
ute, i 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chpirman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Yes,  I  will  yield  to 
my  colleagues. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Just  to  clarify  one  very  important 
point,  the  gentleman  has  said  that  the 
Postmaster  General  has  not  asked.  In 
fact,  the  Postmaster  General  has  asked 
that  the  present  $920  million  be  doubled. 
He  has  asked  for  an  amount  just  short  of 
SI  billion.  I  want  to  make  that  point. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  But  nowhere  near 
the  kind  of  deficit  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  and  some  of  his  col- 
leagues are  now  asking  us  to  add  to  this 
Federal  deficit.  The  gentleman  from 
Washington  has  performed  correctly  as 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee,  by 
coming  to  us  today  and  saying  this  clear- 
ly will  be  an  unnecessary  add-on  deficit 
I  hope  that  the  gentleman  from  New 
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York  will  see  fit  to  support  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  or  Arkansas 
in  their  amendments  because  they  are 
reasonable.  It  puts  the  bill  in  better  per- 
spective and  I  hope  my  colleague  will 
support  it. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Because  I  am  concerned 
about  the  quality  of  the  mail  service,  I 
cannot  support  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment and  I  would  hope  the  membership 
of  the  House  will  not  support  it  either. 
(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word  and  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwin- 
ski)  and  probably  I  will  be  in  favor  of 
the  amendment  v/hich  will  be  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alex- 
ander) too,  and  I  do  it  with  a  great  deal 
of  reluctance  because  I  have  a  great  deal 
of  personal  respect  for  all  members  of  the 
committee  dealing  with  this  matter,  par- 
ticularly the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee, the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  . 

But  this  week  could  go  down  in  Amer- 
ican history  as  one  in  which  we  finally 
faced  up  to  the  dilemma  we  have.  This 
week  is  going  to  face  "Murderers'  Row." 
Unless  the  Derwinski  amendment  is 
agreed  to  here  now  we  will  increase  the 
deficit  for  1976  by  $1.7  billion.  That  is 
almost  $2  billion. 

We  next  will  face  the  5 -percent  versus 
8 -percent  increase  in  salaries  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  for  Federal  employ- 
ees. That  is  another  large  item  that  will 
increase  the  budget  deficit. 

Then  we  will  face  an  appropriations 
bill  from  the  Appropriations  Committee 
dealing  with  the  armed  services,  which 
is  substantially  over  the  target  that  the 
Congess  set  for  military  spending  for 
this  year. 

So  we  are  up  against  it.  This  is  the 
moment  of  truth.  We  have  got  to  start 
holding  the  line  somewhere  and  this  is 
the  logical  place  to  start.  The  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwinski)  is  a  logical  amendment. 
The  figures  I  have  on  this  show  that 
the  President  requested  for  this  year 
$1,490  billion  as  an  appropriation  for 
the  Postal  Service.  During  the  budget 
process  in  the  budget  resolution  the  Con- 
gress thought  that  was  not  enough,  so 
we  upped  it  by  another  $200  million, 
bringing  in  a  budget  target  of  $1,690  bil- 
lion. But  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee  has  completely  outdone 
us.  They  are  bringing  in  a  budget  of 
$3,390,000,000.  That  will  kick  us  $1,700,- 
000,000  over  the  amount  that  the  Con- 
gress agreed  to  earlier  this  year, 
leagues:  We  simply  cannot  tolerate  that 
I  know  there  are  problems  with  the 
Postal    Service   and   I   know   there   are 


problems  with  every  service  tne  govern- 
ment performs.  But  I  say  to  my  col- 
kind  of  rapid  escalation  of  our  debt. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  will  not  repeat  the  re- 
marks I  made  in  the  general  debate  but  I 
simply  want  to  state  I  agree  with  the 
analysis  that  has  been  made  by  the  gen- 
tleman in  the  well,  who  is  a  member  of 
the  Budget  Commitee,  who  is  using  our 
early  warning  reports. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  said 
earlier  today  we  have  full  appreciation 
for  the  gentlemen  on  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee and  we  recognize  their  efforts  to 
be  putting  forth  a  plan  hopefully  but  it 
must  be  contingent  on  what  else  might 
arise  that  year.  How  does  one  foresee 
emergencies?  For  instance,  as  someone 
mentioned  earlier  here  today,  how  does 
one  foresee  the  Sinai  arrangement  which 
will  add  about  $4  billion? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  The  gentleman  is 
bringing  up  points  I  would  like  to  elab- 
orate on.  What  he  is  saying  is  that,  yes, 
we  are  going  to  have  a  horrendous  deficit 
this  year.  We  have  to  worry  about  it. 
What  the  gentleman  is  saying  is  exactly 
what  I  am  saying.  This  week  brings  us 
to  the  moment  of  truth,  and  this  is  the 
hour  of  truth. 

Unless  we  begin  to  hold  the  line  some 
place,  we  are  going  to  have  budget  defi- 
cits that  are  so  large  that  it  could  wreck 
the  recovery  that  we  hope  is  going  on 
now. 

Let  me  point  out  where  we  stand  on 
the  budget  deficits,  if  I  may.  In  1974,  we 
had  a  $3.5  billion  deficit.  In  1975,  we  had 
about  a  $35  billion  deficit.  With  the  Pres- 
ident submitting  his  budget  the  first  of 
this  year,  he  was  predicting  a  $51  billion, 
almost  $52  billion  deficit.  He  had  to  re- 
vise these  figures  in  mid-term  because 
the  economy  has  been  in  such  bad  shape, 
to  about  $60  billion. 

The  Congress  went  even  further  than 
that  and  said,  "Oh,  no,  it  is  not  going  to 
be  $60  billion,  it  is  going  to  be  $68  billion 
or  $69  billion."  Gentlemen,  this  commit- 
tee request  is  $1.7  billion  over  that. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Gibbons 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an  additional 
2  minutes.) 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
$1.7  billion  over  the  $69  billion  which 
we  set  up,  which  is  by  far  the  largest 
peacetime  defiicit  we  have  ever  had.  We 
know  that  we  have  many  more  things 
coming  down  the  road  that  are  going 


117 


to  kick  this  deficit  even  higher  than  the 
$69  billion  that  has  been  projected,  and 
this  is  just  one  of  the  things.  This  bill  to- 
day will  increase  the  deficit  by  $1.7  bil- 
lion over  the  $69  billion  deficit  by  itself. 

Gentlemen,  poor  as  the  mail  service 
has  been,  we  just  cannot  afford  this  kind 
of  additional  expenditure.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  cut  back  on  military  expendi- 
tures. We  are  going  to  have  to  cut  back 
on  a  lot  of  other  things  and  we  might 
as  well  start  right  here  and  now;  so  I 
support  the  Derwinski  amendment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  also  one  method  of  financing  the 
Postal  Service  has  available  that  many 
agencies  do  not  and  that  is  a  bonding 
capability.  So  if  the  Postal  Service  has 
any  dire  emergencies  that  my  colleagues 
tell  me  they  will  have,  they  have  at  least 
some  bonding  capability  that  other  agen- 
cies do  not  have. 

Now,  this  discipline  that  the  gentle- 
man is  recommending  is  highly  critical  to 
the  Congress.  We  must  vote  on  this  issue, 
because  we  will  be  saying  to  our  con- 
stituents back  home  that  we  are  going  to 
demand  that  the  Post  Office  live  within 
its  cash  flow,  which  is  more  than  ade- 
quate, that  is  11  billion  plus  dollars. 

I  appreciate  the  comments  of  my  col- 
league. 

AMENDMENT     OFFERED     BY     MR.     ALEXANDER 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  perfecting  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Alexander: 
Page  12,  strike  out  line  20  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  13,  line  6,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  2.  (a)(1)  Section  2401(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(a)  (1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1976,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  enable  the  Postal  Service  to 
carry  out  the  purposes,  functions,  and  pow- 
ers authorized  by  this  title. 

"(2)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting 
amounts  to  be  appropriated  under  this  sub- 
section, shall  present  to  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress  a  statement  con- 
taining a  description  of  the  operations  of  the 
Postal  Service  together  with  any  other  in- 
formation which  any  such  committee  con- 
siders necessary  to  determine  the  amount  of 
funds  to  be  appropriated  for  the  operation  of 
the  Postal  Service. 

"(3)  All  revenues  and  fees  collected  by  the 
Postal  Service  shall  be  deposited  in  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.". 

(2)  Section  2003(b)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(1)  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 
the  authorization  made  by  section  2401(a) 
(1)  of  this  title;". 

(3)  Section  2003    fb)  (3)    of  such  title  is 


amended  by  inserting  "in  addition  to 
amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorization made  by  section  2401(a)(1)  of 
this  title"  immediately  after  "Postal  Service". 

(4)  Section  4(b)  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  (Public  Law  91-375;  84  Stat.  774) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "Postal  Service" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "United  States, 
and  shall  be  deposited  in  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  2401(a)  (3)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  as  added  by  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

(b)  Section  24Ql(b)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Postal  Service  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  as  reimbursement  to  the 
Postal  Service  for  public  service  costs  in- 
curred by  it  in  providing  a  maximum  degree 
of  effective  and  regular  postal  service  nation- 
wide, in  communities  where  post  offices  may 
not  be  deemed  self-sustaining,  as  elsewhere. 

Page  14,  immediately  after  line  18,  insert 
the  following  new  subsection: 

(c)(1)  Section  3621  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  in  amended  by  striking  out  "in- 
come" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "reve- 
nue". 

(2)  Section  3625(d)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "income"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "revenue". 

Mr.  ALEXANDER  (during  the  read- 
ing) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HANELY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  against  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  reserves  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment. 

The  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  is  recognized  for  5  minutes 
in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  which  I  offer  is  an 
amendment  that  would  simply  require 
the  Postal  Service  to  come  before  the 
Congress  each  year  for  authorization 
and  appropriation  of  its  total  budget  re- 
quest, and  further  provides  that  its 
revenues  go  into  the  General  Treasury 
of  the  United  States.  The  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  created  a  situation 
with  respect  to  the  Postal  Service  that 
is  unique  throughout  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. In  it  we  have  a  major  Federal 
agency  created  by  Congress,  the  sec- 
ond largest  employer  of  Federal  em- 
ployees, spending  huge  sums  of  tax- 
payers' money,  performing  a  vital  Gov- 
ernment service  without  which  the  coun- 
try could  not  exist;  yet,  incredibly,  not 
having  any  of  its  top  management  per- 
sonnel accountable  in  any  way  to  the 
people  or  to  their  elected  representatives. 

My  amendment  to  this  bill  restores 
accountability  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
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'  to  the  people  by  requiring  the  Postal 
Service  to  come  to  Congress  each  year 
for  authorization  and  for  appropriation 
of  Its  budget.  Its  revenues,  in  turn, 
would  go  into  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury. 

This  amendment  does  not  in-  any  way 
abolish  the  Postal  Service,  nor  will  it  get 
the  Congress  back  into  the  business  of 
hiring  postmasters  or  being  involved  in 
the  day-to-day  operations  of  that  serv- 
ice. 

When  we  abolished  the  Post  Office  De- 
partment in  favor  of  an  independent  and 
free  of  politics  Postal  Service  in  1970, 
we  did  so  with  great  expectations  that 
the  Postal  Service  would  achieve  busi- 
nesslike efficiency  and  be  a  paying 
proposition.  However,  we  have  learned 
in  the  past  5  years  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice cannot  make  it  on  its  own.  The  com- 
mittee report  acknowledges  this  failure 
as  the  result  of  poor  management.  Mail 
service  is  a  vital  part  of  the  communi- 
cations and  commercial  network  in  this 
country,  and  merits  sufficient  appropri- 
ations for  its  operation. 

What  I  do  not  accept  is  the  perform- 
ance of  the  top  management  of  the 
Postal  Service  for  the  past  5  years.  The 
postal  deficit  continues  to  increase  and 
is  expected  to  reach  $1  billion  next  year. 

While  I  recognize  that  an  increasing 
volume  of  mail  and  rising  energy  and 
labor  costs  have  contributed  to  this  defi- 
cit, top  management,  through  insensi- 
tivity  and  faulty  policymaking,  has 
failed  to  meet  its  responsibilities  in  hold- 
ing down  the  postal  deficit,  and  at  the 
same  time  the  quality  of  mail  service  has 
deteriorated. 

By  making  these  postal  managers  and 
their  decisions  more  responsive  to  the 
needs  and  will  of  the  American  people 
through  their  elected  representatives, 
we  can  jog  the  memory  of  the  Postal 
Service  periodically  as  to  its  chief  func- 
tion, that  of  providing  the  best  possible 
service  at  the  least  possible  cost  to  the 
American  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  for  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  part 
I  agree  with  what  the  gentleman  says. 
Going  back  to  the  original  act,  we  at 
that  time  understood — and  anyone  who 
thought  differently  was  kidding  him- 
self— that  this  Postal  Service  would 
never  be  self-supporting.  They  sold  a 
bill  of  goods  to  the  business  community 
in  this  country  and  to  the  employees  of 
the  Postal  Service  at  that  time. 

There  were  some  of  us — unfortunately, 
too  few  of  us — who  voted  against  that 


bill.  But,  coming  back  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment  at  this  particular  time,  what 
he  is  saying  is  that  the  Congress  will  ap- 
propriate every  year  the  entire  sum  of 
money  that  it  will  take  to  run  the  Post 
Office  Department.  In  other  words,  we 
would  put  it  back  where  it  was  before 
the  reorganization  bill  as  far  as  financing 
is  concerned. 

But  I  ask  the  gentleman,  how  can  I 
vote  that  way  when  my  constituents  who 
have  a  complaint  against  the  Postal 
Service  come  to  me,  and  I  pass  that  com- 
plaint on  to  the  Postal  Service  just  to 
have  them  tell  me  to  go  back  to  my  office, 
that  it  is  none  of  by  business  and  they 
are  going  to  run  the  Postal  Service  just 
as  they  wish.  In  other  words,  they  do  not 
even  pay  attention  to  my  constituents, 
and  I  am  now  going  to  be  called  upon 
to  appropriate  the  money  belonging  to 
my  constituents  to  an  outfit  that  is  not 
responsive  to  them  at  all. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  If  I  might  answer 
the  gentleman's  question,  the  Postal 
Service  is  insulated  from  the  representa- 
tives of  the  people  of  this  country  be- 
cause of  its  so-called  independent  status. 
This  amendment  would  require  the 
Postal  Service  to  come  to  Congress  an- 
nually for  its  authorization  and  its  ap- 
propriation, during  which  process  the 
gentleman  and  the  rest  of  the  Members 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  examine  it 
as  to  its  policy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

lOn  request  of  Mr.  Kazen,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Alexander  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional  min- 
ute.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
is  the  only  way  that  we  can  insure  that 
the  postal  management  would  be  respon- 
sive to  the  will  of  this  Congress  without 
going  back  and  abolishing  the  Postal 
Service  and  recreating  a  U.S.  Post  Office 
Department. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  let  me  ask  the 
gentleman  this:  What  would  happen  to 
the  deficit  already  created  by  this  Postal 
Service?  Who  will  pick  that  up? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  It  will  not  neces- 
sarily be  picked  up  by  this  Congress.  The 
Congress  could  hypothesize  that  efficient 
policies  may  be  instituted  by  the  Postal 
Service  and  the  deficit  could  be  conceiv- 
ably wiped  out. 

Part  of  the  reason  for  the  deficit  is 
waste,  inefficiency  and  poor  management. 
And  what  the  gentleman  and  I  both  dis- 
agreed with  most  violently  is  the  fact 
that  they  can  go  on  and  ignore  good  busi- 
ness practice  under  the  guise  of  efficiency 
and  send  us  the  bill  every  year  or  two 
years  when  they  run  out  of  money. 
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POINT   OF     ORDER 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley >  desire  to 
be  heard  on  a  point  of  order? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  ord3r  that  the  amendment  is 
not  germane  to  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
like  to  hear  the  argument  of  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  as  to 
the  germaneness  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
<Mr.  Alexander). 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise 
the  point  of  order  on  the  grounds 
thai  the  matter  contained  in  the  amend- 
ment is  in  violation  of  clause  7.  rule  XVI 
of  the  rules  of  the  House,  which  provides 
in  part  that 

No  motion  or  proposition  on  a  subject  dif- 
ferent from  that  under  consideration,  shall 
be  admitted  under  color  of  amendment. 

The  bill  under  consideration,  H.R.  8603. 
is  narrow  in  scope  since  it  relates  only  to 
the  following  specific  subject  matters. 

First,  it  provides  authorization  for  in- 
creased public  service  appropriations  by 
changing  the  statutory  formula  currently 
in  existence. 

Second,  it  would  limit  the  amount  of 
the  next  temporary  rate  increase  and 
would  establish  new  procedures  and  limi- 
tations for  the  implementation  of  other 
future  temporary  postal  rates. 

Third,  it  would  amend  the  law  with 
respect  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  by 
changing  its  procedures  to  expedite  rate 
and  classification  cases;  by  subjecting 
the  Commissioners  to  Senate  confirma- 
tion ;  and  by  expanding  the  powers  of  the 
Chairman  in  administering  the  Commis- 
sion. 

Fourth,  it  contains  provisions  resulting 
in  preferred  rates  of  postage  for  a  limited 
number  of  publications. 

Finally,  it  establishes  a  Study  Commis- 
sion to  review,  among  other  tilings,  pub- 
lic service  aspects  of  and  the  resultant 
costs  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service. 

Under  the  House  rules,  while  a  com- 
mittee may  report  a  bill  embracing  sev- 
eral subject  areas,  such  as  in  H.R.  8603. 
it  is  not  in  order  to  introduce  a  new  sub- 
ject area  by  way  of  amendment.  In  order 
for  an  amendment  to  be  germane,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  must  be  re- 
lated to  the  purpose  of  the  bill  under  con- 
sideration and  must  not  expand  the  scope 
of  the  matter  under  consideration. 

Under  existing  law,  the  Postal  Service, 
except  for  its  public  service  and  revenue 
foregone  appropriations,  is  not  within 
the  budgetary  process  usual  to  all  other 
Government  agencies.  It,  under  law,  re- 
tains all  its  revenues  from  fees,  postage, 
and  the  like. 

The  instant  amendment  would,  in  ef- 
fect, repeal  the  budgetary  independence 
of  the  Postal  Service,  placing  it  in  the 
same  category  as  all  other  Federal  agen- 


cies. It  would  completely  change  the  fis- 
cal status  of  the  Postal  Service — an  area 
which  is  wholly  outside  the  purpose  and 
scope  of  H.R.  8603.     - 

It  is  for  this  reason  I  believe  the 
amendment  to  be  not  germane  and,  in 
my  opinion,  my  point  of  order  should 
be  sustained. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander^  desire 
to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Briefly,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  hear 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  is  general  in  nature,  and  it 
is  specifically  relevant  to  the  proposition 
which  is  before  this  House,  namely,  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
of  1975.  I  would  refer  to  a  precedent  of 
the  House  on  July  12,  1973,  in  which 
case  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  has 
previously  held  this  same  specific  amend- 
ment to  be  germane  to  this  issue. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Flowers)  .  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  has  made  a  point  of  order  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  to  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  bill.  The  gentleman's  point 
of  order  relates,  in  the  Chair's  judgment, 
primarily  to  the  germaneness  based  upon 
the  scope  of  the  gentleman's  amendment 
and  as  it  relates  to  the  scope  of  the  bill, 
which  bill  is  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander) 
actually  amends  section  2(a)  of  the  bill, 
although  section  2(a)  of  the  Postal  Act  is 
not  amended  in  the  bill  before  the  Com- 
mittee here  this  afternoon. 

The  Chair  notes,  however,  as  conceded 
by  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
there  are  several  enumerated  purposes 
which  touch  upon  many  different  rami- 
fications and  aspects  of  the  postal  law. 
These  purposes  are  diverse  in  nature. 

Since  all  of  the  bill  is  before  the  Com- 
mittee at  this  point,  the  Chair,  reluc- 
tantly comes  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
position  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  fMr.  Hanley  )  in  his  point  of  order 
is  not  well  founded  and,  therefore,  the 
Chair  must  overrule  the  point  of  order 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  for  the  adoption  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas (Mr.  Alexander  i,  and  I  do  so 
reluctantly,  in  recognition  of  his  deep 
concern  about  this  subject  matter. 

However,  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
would  produce  tremendous  ramifications. 
We  have  had  nothing  in  the  way  of  hear- 
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ings  on  this  matter.  The  ramifications 
would  be  of  long  run  and  would  certainly 
destroy  the  intent  of  an  independent 
Postal  Service  as  we  know  it  within  the 
framework  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  bill, 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1970. 

So  in  effect  the  result  would  provide 
this  sort  of  ramification.  I  think  it  quite 
unfair  to  deal  with  a  measure  of  this  sort 
by  an  amendment  of  this  type,  with 
nothing  in  the  way  of  previous  hearings. 
This  would  have  the  effect  of  pulling  the 
rug  effectively  out  from  under  the  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  MINETA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  Derwinski  amend- 
ment to  strike  section  2,  because  in  strik- 
ing section  2,  we  are  really — the  essence 
of  what  we  are  attempting  to  do  in  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1975. 

First  of  all,  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
is  running  into  a  $1.7  billion  deficit  this 
year,  on  top  of  a  deficit  of  over  $300  mil- 
lion this  last  year.  The  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice simply  will  never  reach  a  point  of 
breaking  even  without  drastically  raising 
postal  rates  and/or  slashing  services. 
Even  Postmaster  General  Bailar  before 
the  annual  Postal  Forum  on  September  9 
of  this  year  asked  for  a  substantial  in- 
crease in  the  subsidies  to  the  Postal 
Service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  this,  it  is  im- 
portant to  look  at  the  alternatives.  If 
additional  subsidies  are  not  appropriated, 
what  will  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  do  to 
cover  its  costs? 

The  answers  are  obvious.  We  can  cut 
costly  services  such  as  door  delivery, 
frequent  mail  pickups,  Saturday  deliv- 
ery, maintenance  of  small  rural  post  of- 
fices, and  increase  the  cost  of  first-class 
stamps  probably  as  high  as  3  cents  more 
than  the  13  cents  that  the  Postmaster 
General  is  presently  asking  for. 

Why  do  we,  then,  say  that  we  should 
retain  section  2?  Because  by  retention 
of  section  2  we  will  be  providing  the 
money,  the  $1.7  billion,  and  will  prevent 
the  great  increase  of  at  least  3  cents  to 
the  first-class  mail  on  top  of  the  13  cents 
that  the  Postmaster  General  presently  is 
asking  for. 

In  addition,  section  2  mandates  deliv- 
ery standards.  There  is  nothing  else  to- 
day that  a  lot  of  people  have  with  regard 
to  their  relationship  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment other  than  the  contact  through 
the  Postal  Service.  These  standards  were 
adopted  in  the  bill  to  halt  the  recent  at- 
tempt to  end  all  door  delivery  services 
provided  to  new  housing  units,  as  pub- 
lished by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  May  27,  1975. 

The  USPS  is  saying  that  they  will  go 
to  curbline  as  well  as  to  cluster-box  de- 


livery, and  we  think  that  is  unacceptable 
for  a  number  of  reasons. 

First  of  all,  through  this  method,  Fed- 
eral policy  is  going  to  be  frustrating  the 
plans  of  city  planners  for  no  good  reason. 
Second,  this  will  be  discriminatory 
against  those  areas  that  are  already  re- 
ceiving door-to-door  delivery  service,  es- 
pecially when  everyone  is  paying  the 
same  postage. 

Third,  striking  door-to-door  delivery 
and  instituting  in  its  place  curbline  or 
cluster-box  delivery  is  a  hazard  to  safety. 

Fourth,  it  is  also  physically  unsightly. 
Moreover,  it  is  more  susceptible  to  theft 
and  vandalism.  In  many  instances,  curb- 
line  or  cluster-box  delivery  may  be  as  far 
as  300  feet  from  residences,  the  length 
of  a  football  field,  which  will  make  it 
especially  hard  for  the  disabled  and  the 
elderly,  not  to  mention  those  who  live 
in  places  where  the  weather  is  very  in- 
clement during  the  winter. 

Again,  although  we  cannot  legislate 
good  management  practices  on  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service,  we  can  specify  certain 
areas  which  we  feel  to  be  of  prime  im- 
portance to  our  constituents.  Since  the 
delivery  of  the  U.S.  mail  is  of  prime  im- 
portance to  our  constituents,  and  is  the 
only  contact  between  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment and  the  average  taxpayer  of  any 
sort  on  a  regular  basis,  we  must  preserve 
this  service  and  make  sure  that  section 
2  is  not  stricken  from  this  bill. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  num- 
ber of  words. 

(Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

[Mr.  EVANS  of  Colordo  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

PARLIAMENTARY    ENQUIRY 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 

c  f"  o  +■ Ck   \  +■ 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  the  Alexander 
substitute  is  agreed  to,  what  is  the  ef- 
fect of  the  substitute  on  my  original 
amendment  to  section  2  of  the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  In  answer  to  the 
gentleman's  parliamentary  inquiry,  the 
gentleman  will  state  that  if  the  Alexan- 
der perfecting  amendment  is  agreed  to, 
it  appears  that  the  gentleman's  motion 
to  strike  might  not  be  voted  on. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Section  2  would 
then  remain  in  the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Section  2  would  re- 
main in  the  bill  as  amended  by  the  gen- 
tleman's perfecting  amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 
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Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Is  it  true  that  if 
the  Alexander  amendment  is  agreed  to, 
it  would  in  effect  replace  section  2  which 
is  presently  written  in  the  bill  that  is 
before  the  Committee? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  would  become 
part  of  section  2  within  the  bill. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  thank  the  Chair- 


man. 


PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 


Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 
The  CHAIRMAN,  The  gentleman  will 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  If  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  is  passed,  does  that 
keep  in  or  leave  out  the  $1.7  billion  au- 
thorization in  the  section? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  have 
to  state  to  the  gentleman  that  he  does 
not  see  that  as  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

If  the  Alexander  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  then  it  becomes  section  2  of  the  bill 
replacing  the  previous  section  2. 

Mr.  EVANS  of  Colorado.  I  will  then 
restate  my  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  if 
the  Alexander  amendment  prevailed,  it 
would  be  imposing  a  condition  on  the 
$1.7  billion. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  demand  regular 
order,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  asked 
a  parliamentary  inquiry  only. 

Are  there  other  Members  who  desire 
to  be  heard  at  this  time? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  address  a  question  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas.  Is  it  not  true  that  if  his 
amendment  prevails,  the  $1.7  billion  add- 
on deficit  in  this  bill  is  in  fact  eliminated? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  So  that  the  effect 
of  the  gentleman's  amendment  is  similar 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  If  the 
Alexander  amendment  succeeds,  it  does 
in  fact  eliminate  the  $1.7  billion  and  does 
not  have  the  interpretation  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  has  just  stated? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  that  is  correct,  and  it  imposes 
the  additional  requirement  on  the  Postal 
Service  to  come  to  Congress  and  justify 
its  authorization  and  appropriation  for 
fiscal  year  1976. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  That  is  not  a  new 
precedent,  to  require  an  agency  to  come 
to  justify  to  both  the  authorizing  com- 
mittee and  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee how  they  are  spending  the  deficit. 


Mr.  ALEXANDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  the  gentleman's  point  is  well 
made. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  appreciate  my  col- 
league's responses. 

Mr.  RHODES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  now  yield  to 
the  distinguished  minority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Rhodes). 

Mr.  RHODES.  I  thank  my  colleague  for 
yielding.  I  am  particularly  interested  in 
the  colloquy  the  gentleman  just  engaged 
in  with  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas.  I 
had  intended  to  take  my  time  to  speak  in 
favor  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois.  I  now  take  the 
time  to  speak  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas, 
which  I  understand  will  do  away  with  the 
$1.7  billion  add-on  to  the  budget,  which  is 
already  in  a  deficit  at  a  time  when  the 
Republic  can  ill  afford  such  add-ons  as 
this. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas would  be  accepted.  If  it  is  not, 
then,  of  course,  I  would  certainly  be  in  a 
position  to  then  further  support  the  mo- 
tion to  strike  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  appreciate  my  col- 
league's response  in  support  of  the  Alex- 
ander amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  the 
position  of  the  gentleman  from  Arkan- 
sas, that  in  fact  his  amendment  does 
strike  the  language  that  provides  for  a 
$1.7  billion  increase  in  the  deficit.  Is  that 
the  understanding  of  the  Chairman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
wish  to  state  a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  has  said  his  amendment 
does  in  fact  eliminate  from  the  bill  in 
section  2  the  $1.7  billion  add-on  deficit. 
Is  his  statement  the  understanding  of 
the  Chairman  of  the  Committee? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
to  the  gentleman  that  is  not  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry.  The  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  has  stated  in  his  own  language 
what  he  expects  his  amendment  to  do  if 
it  is  agreed  to  and  it  would  replace  the 
language  in  section  2  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Which  includes  the 
$1.7  billion.  Is  that  not  correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
have  to  decide  that  for  himself. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HINSHAW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  opportunity  to  engage  in  a  colloquy, 
if   I  might,  "with   the   gentleman   from 
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Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  and  also  our 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Mineta),  about  the  effect  of  the 
Alexander  amendment  if  it  is  carried,  on 
other  portions  of  section  2  as  it  is  pres- 
ently proposed  in  the  bill. 

The  colloquy  in  which  I  would  like  to 
engage  with  the  two  gentlemen  relates 
to  the  so-called  cluster  boxes  or  curb- 
side  delivery.  I  would  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  if  he  would  be  opposed  to 
that  portion  of  section  2  on  page  13  and 
the  following  page,  page  14,  which  relates 
to  the  level  of  service  specifically  referred 
to  as  cluster  boxes  and  curb-side 
delivery. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  do  not,  nor  do  I 
oppose  any  type  of  service  which  is  ap- 
propriately authorized  by  the  legislative 
committee,  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  which  recommenda- 
tion is  approved  by  the  majority  of  the 
Members  of  this  House  and  concurred  in 
by  the  other  body. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  would  state  to  the 
gentleman  during  this  colloquy  it  is 
hoped  some  of  the  staff  members  on  this 
side  would  be  able  to  prepare  appropri- 
ate language  which  would  leave  in  the  so- 
called  cluster  boxes,  and  I  would  appre- 
ciate it  if  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Mineta)  ,  would  of- 
fer some  information  as  to  why  he  orig- 
inally proposed  these  amendments  in  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  May  I  respond  fur- 
ther to  the  gentleman,  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas'  amendment  goes  to 
section  2  and  section  (2)  (A),  which  does 
not  include  section  (C)  on  line  23  on 
page  13,  to  which  the  gentleman  refers. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Perhaps  I  should  clar- 
ify what  the  total  thrust  and  result  of 
the  gentleman's  amendment  would  do. 
Would  it  strike  all  of  section  2  or  just 
strike  on  page  13  down  to  and  including 
line  12  on  page  13? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  While  I  refer  to  the 
amendment,  will  the  gentleman  restate 
his  proposition? 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Yes.  Would  the  result 
of  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  be  to  strike  all  of 
section  2  or  would  it  be  limited  to  strik- 
ing that  portion  of  section  2  down  to  and 
including  line  12  on  page  13? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  The  amendment 
would  strike  line  20  and  all  the  following 
through  page  13,  line  6,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following,  and  that  would  be 
the  language  which  was  read  by  the 
Clerk. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  So  in  essence,  if  I  un- 
derstand the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman,  it  would  strike  the  language 
relating  to  cluster  boxes  and  curbside 
deliveries? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER,  No,  it  would  not. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  It  would  not  strike 
that? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  It  would  strike  out 
line   20   on  page    12   and   all   following 


through  page  13,  line  6,  and  insert  in 
lieu  the  language  there. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  his  clarification  of  the  amend- 
ment. I  believe  it  is  a  very  good  amend- 
ment and  I  am  glad  it  does  not  refer  to 
cluster  box  and  curbside  deliveries, 
which  are  very  important  in  some  of  the 
districts  in  California  that  I  represent. 

ANNOUNCEMENT    BY    THE    CHAIR 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would  like 
to  make  a  clarification  on  the  ruling  it- 
made  earlier.  It  now  appears  to  the  Chair 
that  the  perfecting  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  does  not  per- 
fect or  replace  the  entire  section  2  of  the 
bill;  that  even  if  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment is  agreed  to  there  would  still  be  a 
vote  on  the  motion  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  to  strike  the  entire  section; 
so  with  that  clarification  of  the  Chair, 
are  there  further  amendments? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
we  have  a  reclarification  of  the  Chair- 
man's ruling,  because  that  is  different 
than  what  the  Chair  said  a  minute  ago? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  what  the 
Chair  was  stating,  if  the  gentleman  will 
allow  the  Chair  to  restate  it.  After  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas is  voted  upon,  should  it  be  agreed 
to  by  the  Committee,  then  the  question 
before  the  Committee  would  be  the  mo- 
tion to  strike  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  .  That 
would  then  be  voted  upon.  If  the  gentle- 
man's amendment  is  voted  down,  we 
would  likewise  have  a  vote  on  the  motion 
of  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

I  do  so  in  part  to  be  sure  we  all  under- 
stand what  has  developed.  This  situation 
borders  on  the  complex. 

As  I  understand  the  situation,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas  has  a  substitute 
with  an  amendment  to  the  substitute 
pending  by  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  Hinshaw)  .  Whether  that  is  dis- 
posed of  favorably  or  unfavorably,  a  vote 
would  then  occur  on  my  original  amend- 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would  of- 
fer a  clarification.  The  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Hinshaw)  does  not  have 
an  amendment  pending. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  uses  the  standard  argument 
that  this  amendment  was  not  studied  by 
the  subcommittee  or  the  committee. 
Therefore,  because  it  was  not  subject  to 
the  committee  study  it  ought  to  be.  I 
presume,  rejected  out  of  hand.  In  effect, 
that  same  argument  ought  to  be  used 
against  the  entire  section,  the  so-called 
Mineta  amendment,  because  that  came 
up  long  after  the  hearings  closed.  It 
came  up  at  the  end  of  the  subcommittee 
markup,   it   then   came   before   the   full 
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"committee  without  any   background  or 
research;  so,  to  be  consistent  and  logical, 
the  argument  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  made  against  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  applies  to  this  entire  con- 
troversial section.  I  just  want  to  lay  that 
out;  but  I  think  the  point  where  there  is 
seme  agreement  in  the  House,  the  key, 
is  that  there  is  a  legitimate  feeling  of" 
frustration  with  the  runaway  nature  of 
this  new  Postal  Service. 

My  approach  basically  Is  to  see  that 
in  view  of  this  we  do  not  give  them  an 
open-end  subsidy.  The  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  would  bring  the  Postal  Service 
tightly  under  the  control  of  Congress 
through  the  authorization  and  appropri- 
ation procedure.  We  are  approaching  it 
differently,  but  our  positions  are  not  nec- 
essarily contradictory  in  that  sense. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
order  to  clarify  the  parliamentary  situ- 
ation here,  my  amendment  strikes  all  of 
section  2,  beginning  with  line  20  on 
page  12  and  continuing  through  to  line 
6  on  page  13,  but  does  not — and  I  re- 
peat— does  not  strike  out  or  replace  any 
of  the  other  provisions  of  section  2. 

Therefore,  a  vote  for  my  amendment 
would  be  a  vote  to  replace  that  section 
with  the  legislation  and  appropriation 
process  that  is  known  to  all  of  us  in  the 
Congress. 

I  would  hope  that  the  remainder  of 
this  section  would  be  kept  intact,  which 
would  necessarily  entail  a  vote  against 
the  Derwinski  amendment. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  would  point  out  to 
the  gentleman  that  if  his  amendment 
passes  and  my  motion  to  strike  fails,  that 
really  at  that  point  the  authorization 
and  appropriation  committee  must  sup- 
ply the  funds  called  for  in  the  language 
of  the  bill  so  that  what  he  has  done,  in 
effect,  is  say,  "You  accept  the  latter  pro- 
vision of  that  act."  He  has  immediate- 
ly tied  the  hands  of  the  authorization 
and  appropriation  committee  because  he 
has  mandated  a  service,  and  obviously 
it  must  be  covered  by  funding. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Would  that  not  be 
an  issue  before  the  legislative  commit- 
tee? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes,  it  would,  but 
given  the  basis  the  legislative  committee 
has  used,  it  would  go  far  beyond  what 
the  gentleman  feels  willing  to  tolerate. 
It  is  really  a  "Katy  bar  the  door"  mental- 
ity that  prevails  in  that  committee.  That 
committee  is  more  interested,  frankly,  in 
giving  the  Postal  Service  money  to  spend 
than  rt  is  in  disciplining  the  Postal 
Service. 

Mr.  HANLEY.-Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  remind 


the  Members  that  earlier  in  this  debate 
I  said  that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  was  going 
to  produce  some  very  serious  ramifica- 
tions. For  those  Members  who  are  con- 
cerned about  appropriations  and  sub- 
sidies, let  me  remind  them  of  exactly 
what  it  will  do  in  the  process  of  imple- 
mentation. 

Actually,  as  written,  all  revenues  of 
the  United  States  Postal  Service  would 
flow  into  the  U.S.  Treasury,  and  along 
with  them,  all  obligations  of  this  Postal 
Service  then  become  the  obligations  of 
the  taxpayers  of  America.  So,  I  remind 
the  Members  that,  for  example,  last  year 
that  deficit  was  $830  million  plus  the 
$920  million  that  the  institution  enjoyed 
in  the  way  of  appropriations,  plus  the 
$500  million  that  this  entity  enjoyed 
through  its  bonding  authority. 

Under  the  language  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  all  of  that  money  would 
then  become  the  obligation  of  the  U.S. 
taxpayers.  So,  if  the  objections  of  the 
Members  relate  to  expenditures,  I  would 
suggest  that  by  no  means  would  they 
want  to  support  the  effort  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas. 

Beyond  that,  it  effectively  pulls  the 
rug  out  from  underneath  the  Reorganiza- 
tion Act.  For  instance,  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  would  really  have  no  good 
use,  because  it  would  not  have  to  deter- 
mine, it  would  not  have  to  allocate  rates 
on  the  basis  of  that  overhead.  It  can 
come  up  with  any  type  of  rate  that  might 
be  deemed  necessary,  so  that  what  the 
Members  are  doing  here,  effectively,  is 
that  they  are  taking  the  present  chal- 
lenge away  from  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
and  they  are  saying  that  from  this  point 
on  the  taxpayers  of  America  are  going  to 
obligate  themselves  for  every  dollar  in 
excess  of  the  revenue  approved. 
That  is  what  it  is  all  about. 
Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the 
gentleman,  who  would  pick  up  the  debts 
otherwise? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Presently  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service,  as  poorly  as  it  is  handling 
the  situation. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Is  it  not  the  taxpayers 
who  are  still  picking  up  the  debt,  re- 
gardless of  how  it  is  collected? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Not  necessarily  so.  This 
is  what  we  are  addressing. 

Mi*.  KAZEN.  Under  the  present  sys- 
tem, is  it  not  the  taxpayers  who  are  do- 
ing it,  including  that  bonded  deficit  that 
is  already  owed  by  the  Corporation? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Actually,  that  bonding, 
that  $500  million,  is  an  obligation  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  Where  does  that  money 
come  from?  Does  it  not  eventually  come 
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from     the     taxpayers     of     the     United 
States? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Obviously,  in  the  long 
run,  with  prudent  management  we  are 
going  to  generate  revenue.  If  at  this 
point  we  want  to  say  that  this  does  not 
work  and  let  us  go  back  to  the  other  way 
of  doing  it,  or  if  any  Member  has  a  bet- 
ter way  of  doing  it,  I  would  like  very 
much  to  hear  what  it  is. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  after  4  years  does  the 
gentleman  have  any  doubt  that  it  is  not 
going  to  work? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  To  give  the  institution 
its  due — and  we  seem  to  overlook  this — 
the  horrendous  task  of  that  institution 
is  that  it  happens  to  process  300  million 
pieces  of  mail  per  day.  Mind  you,  if  we 
allowed  it  a  1 -percent  margin  of  error, 
it  would  be  allowed  3  million  mistakes  a 
day,  and  it  falls  far  short  of  that. 

Let  us  take  into  consideration  the  fact 
that  this  U.S.  Postal  Service,  for  in- 
stance, processes  more  mail  on  a  day-to- 
day basis  than  all  of  the  countries  in  the 
world  community  combined.  All  in  all,  it 
is  doing  a  pretty  good  job. 

Mr.  KAZEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  budget  is  more  than  all  of  the 
others  in  the  world  combined,  too. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  said 
back  in  1970 — and  I  Was  not  an  enthusi- 
astic supporter  of  reform — it  was  going, 
to  take  a  decade  to  get  it  on  the  track., 

So  what  I  am  saying  about  the  amend- , 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  is  that  if  the  Members  want 
the  taxpayers,  right  as  of  today,  as  of  the 
next  fiscal  year,  to  pick  up  the  tab,  then 
support  that  amendment.  If  the  Mem- 
bers do  not  want  it  that  way,  then  de- 
feat the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 
The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  267,  noes  123, 
not  voting  43,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  560] 
AYES— 267 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Dent 

Derrick 

Devine 

Dickinson 

Dodd 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Downing,  Va. 

Duncan,  Ores 


Abdnor 

Abzug 

Adams 

Addabbo 

Alexander 

Ambro 

Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson,  111. 
Archer 


Holt 

Holtzman 

Horton 

Howard 

Howe 

Hubbard 

Hughes 

Hungate 

Hutchinson 

Ichord  * 


Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
AuCoin 
Bafalis 
Barrett 
Baucus 
Bauman 
Beard,  R.I. 
Beard,  Tenn. 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Blouin 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Calif. 
Brown,  Mich. 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burleson,  Tex. 
Burlison,  Mo. 
Burton,  John 
Butler 
Byron 
Carney 
Carr 
CarLer 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 
Don  H. 
Ciawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Cochran 
Collins,  Tex. 
Conl  a  n 
Cornell 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Crane 

Daniel,  Dan 
Daniel,  R.  W. 
Danielson 


Miller,  Ohio 

Mills 

Moffett 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mottl 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Ottinger 
Patterson, 

Calif. 
Pattison,  N.Y. 
Pike 
Poage 
Pressler 
Preyer 
Quie 
Quillen 
Randall 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Robinson 


Annunzio 

Ashley 

Baldus 

Bergland 

Biester 

Bingham 


Duncan,  Tenn. 
Edgar 
Eilberg 
Emery 
English 
Evans,  Colo. 
Evans,  Ind. 
Evins,  Tenn. 
Fascell 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithian 
Flood 
Florio 
Flowers 
Flynt 

Ford,  Tenn. 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Frey 
Fuqua 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Ginn 

Goldwater 
Gradison 
Grassley 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Haley 
Hall 

Hammer- 
schmidt 
Hannaford 
Hansen 
Harkin 
Harrington 
Harris 
Harsha 
Hayes,  Ind. 
Hays,  Ohio 
Hechler,  W.  Va. 
Heckler,  Mass. 
Hefner 
Heinz 
Helstoski 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Hinshaw 
Holland 


Jacobs 

Jarman 

Jenrette 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jones,  Okla. 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Karth 

Hasten 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kelly 

Kemp 

Ketchum 

Keys 

Krebs 

Krueger 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsino 

Landrum 

Latta 

Leggett 

Lent 

Levitas 

Litton 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Long,  Md. 

Lott 

Lujan 

McCollister 

McDade 

McDonald 

McFall 

McHugh 

McKay 

McKinney 

Madden 

Madigan 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Mann 

Martin 

Mathis 

Matsunaga 

Meyner 

Mezvinsky 

Michel 


Rodino 

Roe 

Rogers 

Roncalio 

Rose 

Rosenthal 

Roush 

Rousselot 

Runnels 

Russo 

Ryan 

Sarasin 

Satterfield 

Schroeder 

Schulze 

Sebelius 

Sharp 

Shipley 

Shriver 

Shuster 

Sikes 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Snyder 

Spence 

Staggers 

Stanton, 

J.  William 
Steelman 

NOES— 123 

Hamilton 

Hanley 

Hastings 

Hawkins 

Henderson 

Hvde 


Steiger,  Ariz. 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Stuckey 

Studds 

Symington 

Symms 

Taylor,  Mo. 

Taylor,  N.C. 

Thone 

Thornton 

Treen 

Tsongas 

Ullman 

Van  Deerlln 

Vanik 

Walsh 

Warn  pier 

Weaver 

White 

Whitehurst 

Wilson,  Bob 

Winn 

Wolff 

Wright 

Wylie 

Yatron 

Young,  Fla. 

Young,  Tex. 

Zablocki 

Zeferetti 


Peyser 

Price 

Pritchard 

Railsback 

Rangel 

Rees 
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Blanchard 

Jeffords 

Richmond 

Boland 

Jordan 

Riegle 

Boiling 

Kindness 

Risenhoover 

Brodhead 

Koch 

Rooney 

Brown,  Ohio 

Lehman 

Rostenkowski 

Burke,  Calif. 

Long,  La. 

Roybal 

Burke,  Mass. 

McClory 

St  Germain 

Burton,  Phiilip  McCloskey 

Sarbanes 

Chisholm 

Maszoli 

Scheuer 

Clay 

Meeds 

Schneebell 

Collins,  111. 

Metcalfe 

Seiberling 

Conable 

Mikva 

Simon 

Conte 

Milford 

Solarz 

Conyers 

Miller,  Calif. 

Spellman 

Corrnan 

Mineta 

Stanton, 

D'Amours 

Minish 

James  V. 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Mink 

Stark 

Delaney 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Steed 

Dellums 

Moakley 

Stokes 

Derwinski 

Morgan 

Stratton 

Drinan 

Moss 

Sullivan 

du  Pont 

Murphy,  111. 

Teague 

Early 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Thompson 

Eckhardt 

Murtha 

Traxler 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Myers,  Ind. 

Vander  Veen 

Edwards,  Calil 

.  Myers,  Pa. 

Vigorito 

Erlenborn 

Nedzi 

Waxman 

Fisher 

Nix 

Whalen 

Foley 

O'Brien 

Wilson,  C.  H. 

Ford,  Mich. 

O'Hara 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Frenzel 

O'Neill 

Wirth 

Gaydos 

Passman 

Wydler 

Gonzalez 

Pat  man,  Tex. 

Yates 

Goodling 

Patten,  N.J. 

Young,  Alaska 

Green 

Perkins 

Gude 

Pettis 

NOT  VOTING — 43 

Andrews,  N.C. 

Fary 

Pepper 

Andrews, 

Fenwick 

Pickle 

N.  Dak. 

Fraser 

Ruppe 

Aspin 

Hebert 

Santini 

Badillo 

Hicks 

Sisk 

Bell 

McCormack 

Skubitz 

Boggs 

McEwen 

Stephens 

Bonker 

Macdonald 

Talcott 

Brademas 

Melcher 

UUall 

Burke,  Fla. 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Vander Jagt 

Cohen 

Mollohan 

Waggonner 

Diggs 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Whitten 

Dingell 

Mosher 

Wiggins 

Esch 

No',  an 

Young,  Ga. 

Es  hi  em  an 

Obey 

Messrs.  HAGEDORN,  McCOLLISTER, 
and  NATCHER  changed  their  vote  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

Mrs.  COLLINS  of  Illinois,  Messrs. 
STOKES,  MORGAN,  RISENHOOVER", 
PATTEN,  MURPHY  of  New  York, 
ROONEY,  BLANCHARD,  and  THOMP- 
SON changed  their  vote  from  "aye"  to 
"no." 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  have  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in. 
order  to  perfect  the  amendment  which 
was  just  passed,  is  it  not  necessary  for 
this  body  to  vote  no  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwinski)  which  is  now  before 
the  House? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  cannot 
respond  to  the  inquiry  as  the  gentleman 
stated  it,  but  if  the  gentleman's  inquiry 
is  whether  or  not  the  motion  offered  by 


the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  if  agreed 
to,  would  strike  the  entire  section  in- 
cluding the  part  that  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  has  perfected,  the  answer  of 
the  Chair  would  be  "yes." 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  try  to  propound  a  proper  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  since 
this  is  the  largest  audience  I  am  going 
to  have  all  day,  I  want  to  look  good  here. 
My  original  amendment  was  to  strike 
section  2  in  its  entirety.  We  have  just 
accepted  striking  from  line  20,  section 
2,  through  line  6  on  page  13.  Is  an  amend- 
ment in  order  at  this  point  to  strike  the 
remainder  of  that  section? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  re- 
spond to  the  gentleman  by  saying  that 
an  amendment  would  be  in  order  to  strike 
so  much  of  the  section  that  was  not 
amended  by  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas's amendment. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  But  obviously  I  am 
precluded  at  this  point  from  offering  an 
amendment  to  strike  beginning  on  line 
20,  page  12. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that  other 
Members  would  not  be  precluded  from 
offering  such  an  amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Did  I  under- 
stand the  Chair  to  rule  that  even  though 
the  pending  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  is  an 
amendment  to  strike  the  entire  section, 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  was  a  perfecting 
amendment  to  this  section,  that  the 
gentleman's  amendment  if  it  now 
carries  wTould  not  strike  the  entire  sec- 
tion including  the  new  language  inserted 
by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwinski)  would  strike"  the  entire 
section  including  the  language  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  and 
ajreed  to  by  the  Committee. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  If  I  could 
state  the  inquiry  in  another  way,  am  I 
correct  that  a  "yes"  vote  on  the  Der- 
winski amendment,  and  that  amend- 
ment which  is  now  before  the  House 
carries,  would  strike  all  of  section  2  and 
leave  that  subject  matter  as  it  is  now 
in  the  present  law? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  would  strike  all  of 
section  2.  The  effect  of  such  a  vote  upon 
existing  law  is  a  matter  for  the  Commit- 
tee to  determine. 
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PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
inquiry  is  very  simple.  I  just  want  to 
know  how  I  should  vote  to  get  rid  of  the 
fugitives  from  big  business  who  are  now 
running  the  Post  Office,  and  I  gather 
I  would  vote  "no"  on  the  Derwinski 
amendment. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  report 
to  the  House  on  this  occasion,  when  we 
have  just  accepted  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment and  I  think  the  House  has  spoken 
what 'appears  to  be  the  will  of  a  great 
many  Americans  concerning  the  per- 
formance of  the  Postal  Service  that, 
along  with  the  gentleman  from  Tennes- 
see (Mr.  Duncan)  and  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  (Mr.  Steiger)  ,  I  have  been 
party  to  a  Federal  court  suit  on  behalf 
of  postal  users  throughout  the  United 
States  in  which  we  have  sought  to  do 
something  about  what  we  felt  to  be  the 
poor  performance  of  the  Postal  Service. 
We  sought  to  force  the  Postal  Service  to 
comply  with  what  we  believe  to  be  the 
provisions  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970  pertaining  to  necessary  steps 
they  must  take  in  making  changes  in 
service  of  a  nationwide  nature. 

We  were  successful  enough  in  our  suit 
that  we  reached  an  out-of-court  settle- 
ment in  which  the  Postal  Service  agreed 
for  the  first  time  to  take  a  case  pertain- 
ing to  a  change  in  the  nature  of  service 
before  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  as 
I  believe  the  law  requires  them  to  do. 
I  am  now  a  party  before  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  as  to  whether  or  not  they 
can  approve  of  the  proposed  changes  in 
the  nautre  of  services  made  by  the  Postal 
Service,  in  this  instance. 

We  have  been  trying  to  fight  for  the 
people  against  the  Postal  Service  in  Fed- 
eral court  and  before  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission.  This  gigantic  public  monop- 
oly which  has  acted  so  much  as  a  law 
unto  itself  has  not  submitted  itself  here- 
tofore, even  to  the  relatively  weak  regu- 
latory function  which  the  Congress  did 
give  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  in 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of   1970. 

The  committee,  therefore,  did  well  to 
pass  the  Alexander  amendment,  and  the 
Congress  must  reassert  its  authority  for 
the  people's  sake. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  will  per- 
mit me  I  would  point  out  that  what  we 
have  done  is  innocently  diverted  our- 


selves from  what  was  the  original  amend- 
ment and  the  original  issue.  The  original 
issue  in  the  amendment  to  strike  section 

2  was  to  delete  from  this  bill  a  $1.7  bil- 
lion subsidy.  Now,  what  we  have  done  is 
come  in  with  language  to  provide  for  a 
congressional  authorization  procedure 
which  leaves  intact  the  potential  of  the 
subsidy. 

As  a  result,  we  innocently  diverted  our- 
selves from  what  would  have  been  a  very 
prudent  and  a  solid  budgetary  action 
when  there  is  not  a  principle  here — I 
fully  understand  the  frustration  of  the 
Members — by  which  we  would  impose 
restraints  from  the  Congress  and  over- 
look what  we  abandoned  5  years  ago; 
so  I  still  think  a  vote  for  my  original 
motion  to  strike  section  2  would,  hope- 
fully, have  the  support  of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,,  what 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  has  said 
actually  follows  through  on  what  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  sug- 
gested, and  that  is  that  we  have  had 
a  substantial  amount  of  inquiry  from 
our  own  constituents  about  why  the  Post 
Office  is  not  made  to  live  under  the  dis- 
cipline of  a  normal  system  of  congres- 
sional control  over  excessive  deficits.  If 
we  want  to  make  sure  that  $1.7  billion 
unnecessary  deficit  is,  in  fact,  totally 
eliminated,  we  should  listen  to  the  argu- 
ments of  Mr.  Derwinski. 

It  is  essential  to  make  sure  that  we 
do  not  allow  the  Postal  Service  to  con- 
tinue in  the  irresponsible  way  in  which 
it  has  traveled. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  be- 
fore my  time  expires,  I  would  say  I 
strongly  support  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas. 

PARLIAMENTARY     INQUIRY 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
it  true  that  the  previous  question  has 
been  ordered? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  No,  it  is  not  true. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  then 
I  move  the  previous  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  motion  is  not 
in  order  in  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

PARLIAMENARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  stated  that 
the  subsidy  would  remain  in  the  bill,  not- 
withstanding the  action  voted  by  the 
committee;  is  that  correct? 
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I  am  saying,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  the 
Derwinski  amendment  now  before  us  is 
voted  down,  the  subsidy  would  remain, 
according  to  the  language  as  it  stands. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Section  2  would  be 
amended  by  the  Alexander  amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a 
point  of  information  to  clarify  this  vote 

for  the  benefit  of  all  Members,  the  under- 
standing is  that  the  adoption  of  the  Der- 
winski amendment  would  have  the  effect 
of  nullifying  the  Alexander  amendment, 
and  in  so  doing  reverting  back  to  present 
law;  am  I  correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  would  strike  the 
entire  section,  including  that  section  as 
amended   by   the   gentleman   from   Ar- 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  the  Chairman. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  HINSHAW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  be  able  to  vote  for  both  the  Der- 
winski amendment  and  the  Alexander 
amendment,  but  there  is  some  confusion 
as  to  what  would  be  the  result  if  we  were 
to  vote  favorably  for  the  Derwinski 
amendment.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  if 
the  Members  who  just  voted  in  favor  of 
the  Alexander  amendment,  should  real- 
ize how  that  action  should  affect  their 
next  vote,  because  if  we  vote  for  the  Der- 
winski amendment  that  vote  would  have, 
in  fact,  the  effect  of  nullifying  the  Alex- 
ander amendment.  It  seems  to  me  that 
we  are  automatically  saying  to  our  con- 
stituents and  to  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try that  we  are  playing  games  with  our 
votes,  that  we  will  vote  favorably  on 
something  when  it  appears  to  be  politi- 
cally expedient  to  do  so,  but  with  our 
very  next  vote  we  will  vote  to  undo  that 
which  we  just  voted  to  do. 

One  of  the  things  which  is  most  im- 
portant to  me  in  this  particular  section 
of  the  bill  is  something  which  is  referred 
to  as  cluster  boxes  or  curbside  delivery. 
In  many  of  the  new  areas  of  this  coun- 
try, the  Postal  service  is  saying,  "We  will 
not  provide  delivery  to  those  houses  un- 
less they  provide  a  mailbox  at  the  curb- 
side,"  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  per- 
haps the  property  owner  does  not  own 
the  property  upon  which  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice insists  that  he  erect  a  curbside  mail- 
box delivery  system. 

Further,  the  Postal  Service,  it  seems 
to  me,  is  insensitive  to  the  personal  lia- 
bility— I  repeat,  the  personal  liability — 
of  the  homeowners  who  would  be  re- 


quired to  install  a  curbside  mail  delivery 
receptacle.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  in 
the  Federal  Government  would  not  want 
to  impose  the  potential  of  personal  lia- 
bility on  persons  by  saying,  "You  have  to 
accede  to  the  management  directives  of 
the  Postal  Service  and  install  a  post  box 
on  property  which  you  do  not  own,  which 
you  cannot  control." 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  would  like 
to  be  able  to  vote  for  both  the  Derwinski 
amendment  and  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment, it  appears  that  if  we  were  to  vote 
favorably  for  the  Derwinski  amendment, 
we  would  effectively  be  nullifying  the 
vote  which  just  carried  by  a  margin  of 
2  to  1.  I  hope  the  Members,  to  be  con- 
sistent with  their  previous  votes,  particu- 
larly when  it  is  the  very  next  vote,  do 
vote  down  the  Derwinski  amendment 
even  though  I  am  totally  in  sympathy 
with  what  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
is  proposing  to  do. 

If  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  would 

like  for  me  to  yield  to  him  because  I  have 
mentioned  his  name  so  that  he  can  make 
a  reply,  I  will  be  glad  to  do  so. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  not  misusing  the  gentleman's  gen- 
erosity, because  he  understands  the  sit- 
uation. What  we  have,  in  effect,  done 
by  striking  line  20  on  page  12  through 
line  6  on  page  13  is  that  we  remove  the 
authorization  for  the  appropriation  for 
the  latter  portion  that  the  gentleman  is 
interested  in.  In  effect,  what  we  have 
done  then  is  set  up  a  policy  without 
funding,  which  strikes  me  as  being  the 
worst  of  both  worlds  because  we  hold  out 
a  vague  public  promise  which  we  remove 
by  not  authorizing  the  appropriation. 

It  seems  to  me  that  my  amendment 
gets  back  to  the  gut  issue  before  us, 
which  is  to  remove  the  entire  section  and 
therefore  the  $1.7  billion. 
.  Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  not- 
withstanding how  this  vote  goes,  I  think 
the  Members  of  the  House  have  ade- 
quately demonstrated  to  the  postal  man- 
agement that  they  want  better  manage- 
ment; they  want  better  accounting  tools; 
they  want  the  Postal  Service  to  be  more 
responsive  to  Congress,  and  it  seems  to 
me  we  have  demonstrated  that  by  the 
vote. 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  spoke  earlier, 
I  spoke  in  favor  of  the  Derwinski  amend- 
ment. At  that  time,  the  Alexander 
amendment  had  not  been  presented.  But, 
with  the  adoption  of  the  Alexander 
amendment,  we  have  swallowed  up  the 
Derwinski  amendment  and  done  an  ad- 
ditional thing;  that  is,  to  bring  the  Post 
Office  Department  back  under  the  nor- 
mal budgetary  process,  the  authorization 
and  appropriation  process,  that  we  have 
followed  here  in  the  Congress  for  so  long. 
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So  the  Derwinski  amendment  now  is 
not  necessary,  and  it  should  be  voted 
down  because  the  Alexander  amendment 
has  swallowed  it  up,  and  we  have  already 
done  that.  It,  the  Alexander  amendment 
has  stricken  from  the  bill  the  author- 
ization that  was  $1,700  million  over  the 
budget. 

So  I  would  urge  the  Members  to  vote 
no  on  the  Derwinski  amendment  because 
the  work  it  seemed  to  start  to  do  has 
already  been  swallowed  up  by  the  Alex- 
ander amendment, 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Earlier,  the  gentleman  spoke  about 
the  concern  about  the  amount  of  new 
authorizations  provided  in  the  bill  being 
budgeted.  I  wonder  if  he  will  tell  the 
House  now  what  amount  will  be  budgeted 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Alexander 
amendment  which  was  just  adopted.  Are 
there  any  amounts  budgeted  by  the  con- 
gressional budget  resolution?  Did  the 
Budget  Committee  cover  the  Alexander 
amendment? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  see  the  Chairman  of 
the*  Budget  Committee  here,  and  I  want 
him  to  check  my  figures  because  I  do  not 
have  my  notes  with  me. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
staU>  that  the  first  budget  resolution 
provided  an  appropriation  of  $1,690  mil- 
lion. This  bill  provided  originally  for 
$3,390  million,  which  was  $1,700  million 
over  the  budget  resolution. 

Therefore,  Mr.  '  Chairman,  in  the 
parliamentary  situation  as  we  under- 
stood it,  those  of  us  on  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee supported  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment on  the  basis  that  it  struck  the 
$1,700  million. 

I  certainly  would  not  question  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  or  the  chair- 
man of  the  full  committee  as  to  the  full 
effects  of  the  Alexander  amendment,  be- 
cause that  is  within  the  details  of  their 
committee.  But  that  was  the  position 
that  we  took  at  that  time,  and  those  are 
the  figures.  I  cannot  answer  for  the 
chairman  on  the  details  of  the  Alex- 
ander amendment,  on  how  we  will  in- 
terpret it,  because  that  is  within  the  ex- 
pertise of  his  committee,  and  I  hope  he 
will  explain  it  to  the  House  when  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Gibbons) 
and  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Adams)  have  stated  why  we  took 
the  position  we  did  and  what  we  believe 
has  been  accomplished. 

Mr.     GIBBONS.     So     the     Derwinski 


amendment,  which  was  a  good  ami 
ment  at  the  time  it  was  offered  but  which 
has  been  swallowed  up  by  the  Alexander 
amendment,  should  now  be  voted  down. 
And  if  there  is  a  need  for  an  additional 
authorization  for  the  Post  Office  Depart- 
ment, I  would  hope  that  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee  would  bring 
us  back  an  authorization  bill  that  would 
meet  the  $1,690  million  that  the  House 
has  agreed  to  earlier. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  different  un- 
derstanding of  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment. But  at  least  this  part  of  it  we 
ought  to  be  able  to  agree  on:  The  Alex- 
ander amendment  says  that  all  of  the 
revenue  currently  received  by  the  Postal 
Corporation  will  be  paid  into  the  Treas- 
ury of  the  United  States  and  that  there- 
after each  year  the  Postal  Corporation 
will  come  to  the  Congress  and  set  an 
authorization  or  appropriation  for  the 
entire  cost  of  running  the  Post  Office.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  GIBBONS.  I  will  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  that  he  is  using 
up  all  my  time,  and  I  am  not  going  to 
yield  further.  The  House  has  already 
voted  on  that. 

The  Derwinski  amendment  has  been 
swallowed  up  in  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment. Therefore,  the  Derwinski  amend- 
ment should  be  voted  down  now. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
is  correct. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  had  hoped  to  be  able 
to  respond  to  the  gentleman  from  Flor- 
ida. For  what  it  is  worth,  as  a  result  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment the  budget  may  have  assumed  an 
obligation  somewhere  between  $4  billion 
and  $5  billion  that  we  are  going  to  have 
to  find  a  way  to  provide,  as  opposed  to 
the  provision  and  accord  with  the  lan- 
guage of  the  bill. 

So  the  problem,  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  budget,  has  been  compounded. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  re- 
minded us,  all  of  the  revenue  accrued 
to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  will  now  accrue 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury  and,  along  with  it. 
all  of  the  obligation  of  that  entity  be- 
comes the  obligation  of  all  of  the  tax- 
payers. 

So  I  would  say  that  as  opposed  to  the 
$1.7  billion  that  we  are  talking  about 
here,  that  obligation  is  going  to  run 
somewhere  between  $4  billion  and  $5  bil- 
lion. 

We  have  taken  away  from  the  USPS 
a  certain  safeguard  that  we  had,  so  now 
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they  are  going  to  be  able  to  do  whatever 
they  want  to  with  regard  to  their  over- 
head, and  then  they  will  come  to  the 
Congress  and  say.  "Here  is  what  we  need 
in  the  way  ef^a  difference."  A_nd  I  will 
guarantee  that  it  will  range  between  $2 
billion  and  $3  billion  more  than  the  pro- 
vision contained  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  way  to  take  care  of 
that  situation,  incidentally,  is  this — and 
I  regret  that  we  have  to  do  it  this  way — 
by  accepting  the  Derwinski  amendment, 
at  least  we  shift  gears  and  we  will  have 
a  status  quo  situation,  and  the  present 
law  would  prevail  to  prevent  the  type  of 
obligation  that  I  have  attempted  to  de- 
scribe. 

So  I  suggest  to  all  the  Members,  if  we 
are  interested  in  fiscal  prudence  and  if 
we  are  interested  in  the  position  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  then  we  should 
by  all  means  now  support  the  Derwin- 
ski amendment  and  then  the  present  law- 
will  prevail. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Of  course,  great 
minds  run  in  the  same  channel. 

I  think  what  we  are  really  faced  with 
as  a  result  of  our  action  is  this:  Even 
though  by  the  passage  of  the  Alexander 
amendment  we  have  removed  from  sec- 
tion 2  the  authorization  for  appropria- 
tion which  has  been  the  source  of  com- 
plaint to  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton i Mr.  Adams),  by  retaining  the  lan- 
guage in  the  latter  part  of  that  section  we 
establish  as  policy  the  earlier  items  that 
had  been  authorized  to  be  appropriated. 
So  when  we,  under  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Alexander),  turn  over  the  author- 
ization and  appropriation  machinery  to 
the  Congress,  we  mandate  and  we  dic- 
tate costs  far  beyond  what  is  budgeted. 

That  was  not  the  intention  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  , 
but  we  have  innocently  found  ourselves 
now  at  cross-purposes,  so  that  the  effects 
of  the  Alexander  amendment  is  to  man- 
date the  very  costs  that  the  House  was 
prepared  to  vote  down  by  supporting  my 
original  amendment. 

Then  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  in  effect  has  come  around 
to  saying  logically  from  his  standpoint 
that,  therefore,  the  lesser  of  the  evils  at 
this  point  is  to  support  my  original 
amendment  which  he  originally  opposed. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  the  necessary  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  listened  with  great 
attention  to  the  gentleman  from  New- 
York  (Mr.  Hanley),  and  he  said  this  is 
going  to  cost  the  taxpayers  a  lot  of  money. 
Well.  I  have  news  for  the  Members.  It  is 
going  to  cost  the  taxpayers  a  lot  of  money 


no  matter  what  we  do,  because  these  peo- 
ple in  the  Postal  Commission  can  set  the 
rate  at  whatever  they  want,  and  they  can 
pass  it  right  through  to  the  fellow  who 
sends  a  letter. 

It  does  not  make  very  much  difference, 
it  seems  to  me,  whether  we  pay  for  their 
$50,000  office  remodelings,  their  $10,000 
bathroom  remodelings,  and  their  $75,000 
kitchens  by  an  increased  postal  rate  or 
out  of  the  Federal  Treasury.  But  what  I 
do  think  we  ought  to  do  in  voting  down 
the  Derwinski  amendment  is  to  put  the 
buck  right  back  where  it  belongs,  on  the 
gentleman's  subcommittee,  to  pull  these 
phonies  into  line,  because  there  is  not  one 
of  them  who  could  run  a  buggy  factory 
to  make  buggies  for  use  with  horses  and 
make  a  success  out  of  it  if  we  should 
abolish  the  automobile. 

They  are  a  bunch  of  fugitives  from  big 
business,  and  they  were  failures  in  the 
businesses  they  were  in.  They  got  into 
these  jobs  they  have  now  through  crony- 
ism, and  they  have  absolutely  and  totally 
made  the  American  postal  system  the 
laughing  stock  of  the  world.  The  Pony 
Express  did  a  better  job  than  they  are 
doing.  I  maintain  that  is  true. 

When  I  came  to  Washington  in  1949.  I 
could  send  a  letter  back  to  my  district 
this  afternoon  and  the  person  receiving 
it  got  it  the  next  morning.  That  is  a  dis- 
tance of  300  miles. 

Here  is  what  I  do  now:  I  save  up  all  my 
mail  through  the  week  and  haul  it  back 
home  on  Friday  and  mail  it  there,  and 
they  get  it  quicker  than  if  I  mailed  it  on 
Monday  through  the  Postal  Service.  I 
can  drive  it  out  there  and  get  it  there 
quicker,  because  it  takes  5  days  to  get  a 
letter  from  here  to  Ohio  with  this  phony 
bunch  of  big  business  experts  running  the 
Postal  Service. 

Mr.  Chairqaan,  if  we  let  them  run  it 
another  year,  we  will  have  nothing  left 
at  all. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  I  understand  it,  under  the  Alexander 
amendment,  all  of  the  revenues  that  go 
into  the  Postal  Service  now  are  going 
into  the  general  fund,  thereby  augment- 
ing the  general  fund,  and  whatever  ap- 
propriations we  have  to  make  to  subsi- 
dize the  Post  Office  over  and  above  what 
they  get  by  selling  stamps  and  whatever 
else  they  do  will  be  exactly  the  same. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  That  is  exactly 
right,  and  we  will  also  have  the  option  of 
setting  their  salaries,  which  we  do  not 
have  now,  but  which  they  do  themselves. 

Nobody  has  ever  called  me  a  socialist. 
I  have  been  called  a  lot  of  other  things. 
However,  one  can  go  to  Great  Britain  or 
can  go  to  Germany,  which  has  a  socialist 
government.  The  government  runs  the 
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teiepnone  company  and  tne  postal  serv- 
ice. 

One  can  pick  up  a  phone  in  his  hotel 
room  and  dial  the  United  States.  I  did  it 
the  other  day,  and  it  took  15  seconds 
from  the  time  I  dialed  the  last  digit  until 
the  party  in  the  United  States  was  on  the 
phone. 

If  you  think  that  we  have  such  a  great 
system  in  this  country,  try  to  make  an 
overseas  call  sometimes.  We  have  to  get 
the  operator  here  downtown,  who  in  turn 
gets  the  overseas  operator  up  in  New 
York.  If  she  does  not  feel  good  that  day, 
she  will  tell  you  to  go  to  hell  and  make 
your  call  next  week. 

That  is  about  the  same  system  we  have 
in  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  passed  by  better 
than  2  to  1  the  Alexander  amendment 
which  told  the  Postal  Service  what  we 
think  of  it.  Let  us  not  reverse  ourselves 
and  say  that  we  love  them,  because  we 
do  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.  DELANEY 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Delaney:  Page 
22,  line  16,  insert  "including  mail  announce- 
ments of  legal  texts  which  are  part  of  post- 
bar  admission  edxication"  immediately  after 
"course  listing" 

Page  22,  line  17,  insert  "or  by  a  nonprofit 
organization  engaged  in  continuing  legal 
education"  immediately  after  "higher  educa- 
tion" 

(Mr.  DELANEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  simply  insure  that 
nonprofit  organizations  engaged  in  con- 
tinuing legal  education  continue  to  qual- 
ify for  second  class  mailing  privileges. 

There  are  presently  between  70  and  80 
nonprofit  continuing  legal  education  or- 
ganizations in  the  United  States.  Most 
of  them  are  affiliated  with  or  supported 
by  State  bar  associations  and  a  few  are 
associated  with  universities. 

These  continuing  legal  education  or- 
ganizations provide  essential  educational 
services  to  the  legal  profession.  Most  of 
us  remember  the  intense  preparation  re- 
quired to  pass  the  State  bar  examina- 
tions. Even  after  years  of  acquiring  the 
skills  of  the  legal  profession  in  the  class- 
room, law  students  must  rely  on  intense 
preparatory  courses  to  perform  success- 
fully on  these  tests.  Furthermore,  the 
accelerated  volume  of  new  laws,  court 
decisions,  and  administrative  rulings  in 
recent  years  has  made  it  imperative  that 
lawyers  continue  their  post-bar  admis- 
sion education  if  they  are  to  render  com- 
petent service  to  the  public. 


Three  States,  Minnesota,  Iowa,  and 
Wisconsin,  already  require  lawyers  to  put 
in  a  specified  number  of  hours  in  con- 
tinuing  legal   education,  each   year   to 

maintain  their  licenses  to  practice,  and 
30  more  States  are  considering  manda- 
tory continuing  legal  education  require- 
ments. 

All  continuing  legal  education  organi- 
zations mail  announcements  of  their 
courses  as  well  as  announcements  of  texts 
which  are  part  of  post-bar  admission 
education  to  members  of  the  bar.  The 
announcements  of  legal  texts  help  keep 
lawyers  informed  about  recent  publica- 
tions on  rapidly  changing  legal  issues — 
an  updating  service  as  important  as  the 
publications  of  the  commercial  loose-leaf 
printers.  Under  the  amendment  I  am 
proposing,  these  mail  announcements 
will  continue  to  qualify  as  second-class 
mail.  This  amendment  makes  no  change 
in  any  of  the  present  second-class  mail 
requirements,  such  as  the  periodicity  re- 
quirement. 

In  urging  the  Members'  support  of  this 
amendment,  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
that  these  organizations  are  nonprofit 
and  are  engaged  in  an  essential  educa- 
tional service.  Their  continued  qualifica- 
tion for  second-class  mailing  privileges 
is  a  reasonable  and  equitable  measure 
that  will  help  insure  the  high  quality  of 
the  American  legal  profession. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  com- 
mittee has  carefully  considered  this 
amendment. 

We  have  no  objection  to  it,  and  I  be- 
lieve there  is  considerable  merit  associ- 
ated with  it.  The  committee  is  most  will- 
ing to  accept  it. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  no  objection  on  this  side  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Delaney)  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Delaney)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT     OFFERED     BY     MR.     DERWINSKI 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Derwinski: 
On  page  13,  strike  line  7  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  18  on  page  14. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  will  admit  that  it 
does  not  pay  to  follow  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Hays)  in  the  well  and  I 
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thought  that  discretion  was  the  better 
part  of  valor  a  few  minutes  ago. 

My  amendment  basically  does  this,  it 
takes  us  back  to  the  issue  we  have  been 
debating  the  last  2  hours.  It  strikes 
from  section  2  that  portion  of  the  section 
that  was  not  stricken  by  the  Alexander 
amendment.  What  it  does,  therefore,  is 
to  take  us  back  to  the  original  point  we 
were  debating  this  afternoon,  the  point 
that  had  the  special  concern  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Adams)  .  It  would  strike  from  the  remain- 
der of   section   2    that  language   which 

would  mandate  the  delivery  service  that 
would  add  $1.7  billion  to  the  postal  sub- 
sidy. 

I  would  like  to  run  through  those  fig- 
ures once  again  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Members. 

The  total  subsidy  chat  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice now  receives,  which  is  the  direct  sub- 
sidy, revenue  foregone,  and  transitional 
costs,  is  approximately  $1.6  billion.  With 
the  provisions  remaining  in  section  2,  the 
cost  for  the  next  4  years  will  be  $3.3  bil- 
lion annually.  That  is  a  rough  figure. 

If  my  amendment  is  adopted,  we  will 
strike  from  the  bill  the  language  that 
would  otherwise  provide  for  an  addi- 
tional subsidy  of  $1.7  billion  for  the  Pos- 
tal Service. 

If  there  is  such  a  thing  as  a  mood  of 
the  House,  then  I  gather  that  there  are 
two  basic  views  that  the  Members  have 
about  the  Postal  Service.  One  that  it  has 
fallen  short  of  their  expectations  of  im- 
proved delivery  of  mail  to  the  American 
public,  but,  secondly,  the  view  seems  to 
be  that  having  recognized  these  short- 
comings, they  do  not  want  to  be  found 
voting  for  a  further  subsidy  of  a  service 
that  is  growing  in  controversy. 

By  striking  this  section,  the  Members 
are  not  interfering  at  all  with  current 
mail  delivery  income  or  current  mail  de- 
livery policies,  all  the  Members  will  be 
doing  is  removing  the  section  that  would 
call  for  a  $1.7  billion  additional  budget 
cost. 

If  I  may  just  sum  up  on  that  point,  a 
vote  for  my  amendment  will  not  touch 
the  Alexander  amendment.  In  other 
words,  we  will  not  retreat,  if  the  Mem- 
bers voted  for  the  Alexander  amendment, 
they  will  not  be  inconsistent  by  voting 
for  my  amendment.  We  are  back  to  the 
point  we  were  earlier  debating  which  was 
shall  we  now  mandate  an  additional  $1.7 
billion  in  postal  subsidy. 

I  urge  support  of  this  revised  tactical 
amendment. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  supported  the  Derwinski  amendment  a 
few  moments  ago  to  strike  all  of  section 


2  because  I  saw  it  as  the  last  opportunity 
to  overturn  what  I  consider  to  be  an  ex- 
tremely shortsighted  action  by  the  House 
which,  when  reflected  upon,  and  partic- 
ularly when  reflected  on  by  my  col- 
leagues from  the  Committee  on  the 
Budget  who  evidently  do  not  understand 
the  Alexander  amendment  since  they 
supported  it  here  in  the  well,  is  going  to 
come  back  to  haunt  us. 

Now  as  to  the  amendment  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski) 
there  no  longer  is  any  advantage  in  sup- 
porting his  motion  to  strike.  I  do  not 
think  the  Members  will  want  to  be  on 
record  supporting  as  a  single  and  direct 
motion  to  strike  these  specific  sections 
when  applied  to  them.  I  am  sure  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  is  going  to  talk 
about  it,  but  the  first  section  the  Der- 
winski amendment  is  going  to  cut  out  is 
the  door  delivery  amendment  which  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Mineta) 
managed  to  put  in  the  bill.  To  those 
Members  who  have  not  heard  in  the  la.st 
few  years  about  the  problem  of  door  de- 
livery from  your  constituents,  I  will 
guarantee  that  if  you  vote  for  this 
amendment,  you  will  hear  from  your 
constituents  very  quickly. 

The  next  thing  he  does  is  take  out  of 
the  bill  another  provision  for  which  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Mineta) 
was  responsible.  Based  on  his  very  recent 
experience  as  mayor  of  a  major  city  in 
his  district — San  Jose,  Calif. — that  is, 
local  approval  for  the  so-called  cluster 
boxes  that  are  stuck  up  in  urban  areas 
on  appropriate  corners,  making  them 
look  like  a  super  collection  of  bird  houses. 

There  is  also  another  provision  of 
which  many  Members  are  aware  ifj,hey 
have  United  Parcel  Service  in  their  dis- 
tricts, as  most  of  them  do,  and  if  they 
have  parcel  post  service  in  their  districts, 
as  all  of  them  do.  There  was  a  real  seri- 
ous effort  made  in  our  committee  to  re- 
solve the  problem  of  allowing  private  en- 
terprise represented  by  United  Parcel 
Service  to  exist  and  to  grow  normally  in 
the  market  without  interfering  with  the 
normal  support  for  the  parcel  post  serv- 
ice, which  is  absolutely  essential  in  those 
parts  of  the  country,  particularly  rural 
America,  where  United  Parcel  Service,  to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  is  not  yet 
ready  in  the  private  sector  to  provide 
parcel  delivery  service. 

As  a  result  of  many  hours  of  negotia- 
tion back  and  forth,  we  reached  a  com- 
promise that  both  sides  believe  is  fair  to 
private  enterprise  as  a  competitor  with 
the  Postal  Service,  and  to  the  Postal 
Service  so  it  is  not  saddling  the  tax- 
payers with  an  additional  obligation 
from  the  general  fund. 

This  section  was  put  in  the  bill  with 
the  agreement  of  United  Parcel  Service, 
with  the  Postal  Service  itself,  with  the 
parcel  post  users,  and  all  of  the  unions 
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'  involved — and    the    Members    probably   ' 
have  heard  from  some  of  them.  The  ef-  ' 
feet  now  of  the  amendment  offered  by  ! 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois   <Mr.  Dfr- 
winski)   coming  at  this  stage,  would  be 
a  direct  repeal  of  this  section. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Members  will 
find  that  the  next  provision  on  page  14 
would  require  that  the  levels  of  service 
put  forth  in  this  bill  will  be  maintained 
when  Congress  appropriates  the  money 
to  maintain  them.  In  other  words,  Con- 
gress retains  control  over  these  new 
levels  of  service  in  maintaining  control 
over  the  purse  strings  for  the  specific 
services. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  contains  a 
provision  which  would  require  that  the 
Postal  Service  shall  present  to  the  ap- 
propriate committees  in  Congress  a  com- 
prehensive statement  of  its  compliance 
with  the  public  service  cost  policy  estab- 
lished under  section  101(b)  of  the  Postal 
Code  which  requires  that  "the  Postal 
Service  shall  provide  a  maximum  degree 
of  effective  and  regular  postal  services 
to  rural  areas,  communities,  and  small 
towns  where  post  offices  are  not  self- 
sustaining." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Der- 
winski)  ,  would  remove  this  congres- 
sional control,  and  it  would  be  completely 
contrary  to  what  most  of  the  Members 
are  going  to  be  telling  people  back  home 
as  the  reason  why  they  voted  for  the 
Alexander  amendment. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
arguments  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
is  making.  The  gentleman's  point  that  he 
has  just  made  is  absolutely  right.  This 
section  of  the  bill  that  would  be  stricken 
by  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski),  was 
the  committee's  effort  to  try  to  insure 
service  to  all  of  the  American  people  the 
best  we  could.  In  my  opinion,  if  it  re- 
mains in  the  bill,  it  still  will  show  the 
clear  intent  of  a  law  of  Congress  to  ap- 
propriate the  money  and  to  operate  un- 
der the  Alexander  amendment  just 
adopted.  I  think  this  kind  of  language  is 
essential,  so  I  would  hope  that  the  com- 
mittee would  not  strike  all  of  the  lan- 
guage. 

If  there  are  portions  of  it  they  do  not 
like,  that  can  be  improved  with  some- 
thing else.  But  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois would  strike  all  of  this,  and  I  think 
this  is  an  answer  we  have  had  from  many 
of  the  Members  relating  to  service,  that 
the  Postal  Service  is  not  extending  to  all 
Americans  the  same  kind  of  service. 

I   would   hope    that    the   gentleman's 


a mendmenVis  defeated  and  this  language 
stays  in  to  improve,  if  it  is  to  be  improved. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  IIANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

I  want  to  associate  my  remarks  with 
those  of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
•Mr.  Ford),  and  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson;. 

1  Mr.  HANLEY  asked  and  was  given 
pc  ;  mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
in.-iks.  > 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

I  also  would  hope  that  the  Members 
would  remember  the  debate  we  had  be- 
fore on  the  portion  of  the  bill  which  is 
now  subject  to  the  motion  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois.  I  think  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
express  their  views  on  the  level  and  type 
of  service  that  they  want  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  provide,  gather  than  allowing  the 
Postal  Service  to  unilaterally  decide 
which  type  of  service  it  would  like  to 
modify  and  would  like  to  discontinue, 
without  consulting  at  least  with  the  ap- 
propriate committees  of  Congress. 

I  would  urge  that  we  reject  this  amend- 
ment to  strike  those  portions  of  the  bill. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Nebraska. 

(Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend her  remarks) 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
( Mr.  Derwinski)  .  An  amendment  at  this 
point  would  be  counter  to  the  wisdom  of 
the  committee  which,  after  lengthy  hear- 
ings and  deliberation,  concluded  that  the 
present  postal  delivery  regulations  are 
unacceptable.  The  thrust  of  this  bill  is  to 
guarantee  a  high  standard  of  delivery 
service  to  the  public  while  providing  local 
governments  with  a  voice  in  decisions 
which  directly  affect  the  local  citizen's 
mail  delivery.  We  need  what  this  bill  re- 
quires—door-to-door  delivery  according 
to  local  option  to  all  permanent  residen- 
tial addresses  entitled  to  city  delivery. 

In  many  developing  areas,  curbside 
boxes  are  prohibited  by  local  authorities 
ordinance.  Passing  this  amendment  in 
outright  conflict  with  these  local  author- 
ities would  be  tantamount  to  forcing 
public  compliance  with  an  undesirable 
postal  requirement. 

My  district  has  seen  many  of  these 
problems  and  can  serve  as  an  adequate 
example  of  the  shortcomings  of  the 
present  regulations.  In  the  first  place,  we 
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have  discovered  that  these  cumbersome 
curbline  boxes  create  a  public  safety  haz- 
ard. Any  parking  car,  passing  bicyclist, 
or  unwary  pedestrian  could  collide  with 
these  obstructions. 

Deprival  of  the  door  delivery  option 
would,  furthermore  cause  a  special  prob- 
lem to  the  elderly  and  handicapped  who 
would  be  compelled  to  travel  farther  to 
fetch  their  mail. 

Then,  too,  unwonted  curbline  boxes 
are  not  only  unsightly  and  offensive  to 
the  natural  beauty  of  our  communities, 
but  they  are  also  subject  to  vandalism. 
Mail  could  be  irreplacably  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, and  the  cost  of  maintaining 
damaged  curbside  boxes  is  an  item  t>) 
consider. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  most  important, 
the  curbside  box  system  is,  in  itself,  im- 
practical. Residents  park  their  cars  along 
the  street  which  would  block  the  mail 
boxes  there.  No  time  or  money  would  be 
saved  as  the  mailman  would  have  to 
leave  his  vehicle  stalled  in  traffic  to 
rush  between  parked  cars. 

In  short,  the  only  body  qualified  to 
make  decisions  relative  to  local  mail 
delivery  is  the  local  government  itself. 
I  speak  for  the  present  bill  which  places 
the  question  of  door-to-door  delivery 
right  where  it  belongs — in  the  hands  of 
the  local  citizens. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  heard  a  great 
deal  about  the  lack  of  good  management 
practices  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service.  I  suppose  if  there  is  anything  we 
will  not  be  able  to  legislate,  it  is  good 
management  practices  on  the  part  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service.  But  the  only  way  we 
are  going  to  be  able  to  preserve  the  only 
contact  that  many  people  in  this  coun- 
try have  with  the  American  Government 
is  the  contact  they  have  with  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service.  We  should  not  allow  that 
service  to  deteriorate. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  to 
this  bill  is  really  striking  at  the  very 
heart  of  the  bill  and  the  heart  of  the 
service  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
provides. 

One  of  the  things  the  USPS  will  do  in 
order  to  try  to  save  money  is  to  cut  back 
on  the  level  of  service  and  it  will  do  that 
by  two  methods.  One  is  by  mandating 
curbside  or  cubline  delivery  of  mail,  or, 
in  the  alternative,  cluster  boxes. 

I  would  have  to  reiterate,  as  I  stated 
earlier  this  afternoon,  that  these  forms 
of  delivery  service  are  totally  unacc 

The  curbline  delivery  and  cluster 
box  delivery  is  unacceptable  on  a  number 
of  counts. 

First  of  all,  we  will  be,  through  Fed- 
eral policy,  frustrating  what  many  city 
planners  are  attempting  to  do  in  their 
own  communities  and  for  no  good  reason 
at  all. 


Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot)  . 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ap- 
preciate my  colleague  yielding. 

I  know  he  has  been  active  in  trying 
to  make  sure  that  the  decisionmaking 
process  encourages  participation  by  the 
local  city  or  local  county  governmental 
units  when  we  determine  whether  there 
will  be  cluster  box  delivery  or  individual 
delivery.  That  should  be  encouraged  on 
the  basis  of  taking  into  consideration  the 
zoning  ordinance's  and  other  local  condi- 
tions that  are  already  established.  That 
is  on  page  13  of  the  bill  in  section  <B). 
If  the  Derwinski  amendment  is  passed, 
that  particular  section  would  be  deleted. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia is  to  be  complimented  for  making 
sure  we  have  the  local  decisionmaking 
groups  involved  in  this  issue.  It  is  im- 
portant across  the  entire  country.  I  think 
the  gentleman  is  correct  in  his  effort  to 
try  to  make  sure  that  the  local  govern- 
mental units  will  be  involved  in  the  fu- 
ture and  will  continue  to  be  involved  in 
this  decision  process  along  with  the  Pos- 
tal Service. 

I  think  the  point  is  well  taken.  We  must 
retain  the  section. 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  thank  my  colleague, 
the    gentleman    from    California     (Mr. 

ROUSSELOT)  . 

Mr.  HANNAFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hannaford)  . 

(Mr.  HANNAFORD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  HANNAFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  section  in  H.R. 
8603  which  prohibits  the  requirement  of 
the  placement  of  curbside  or  cluster  post 
boxes  when  such  placement  is  in  conflict 
with  local  statutes. 

This  requirement  that  homeowners  in 
new  developments  install  curbside  or 
cluster  postal  delivery  boxes'  is  a  classic 
example  of  a  national  requirement  being 
arbitrarily  imposed  on  all  communities 
without  regard  for  local  laws  or  circum- 
.  lances. 

Such  a  placement  of  mailboxes  is  il- 
1  \-ral  in  many  communities  in  my  district, 
and  for  good  reasons.  Cars  are  parked 
almost  solidly  at  curbside  in  many  neigh- 
borhoods, making  such  delivery  imprac- 
tical and  disruptive  to  passing  traffic. 
Most  new  housing  tracts  are  placing  side- 
walks immediately  at  the  street  curbline, 
requiring  that  the  private  citizen  place  a 
post  for  his  privately  owned  mailbox  in 
a  city  sidewalk,  which  violates  the  prop- 
erty rights  of  the  individual  and  the  city 
as  well  as  city  ordinances. 

The    dangers    of    such    placement    to 
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pedestrian  traffic  at  night  on  dark  side- 
walks, the  accidents  of  children,  the 
dented  car  doors,  the  vandalism  of  mail 
under  urban  circumstances — all  are  re- 
flected in  my  mail  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  constitutional 
grounds  of  the  Federal  Government  re- 
quiring an  individual  to  place  his  private 
property  on  city  owned  land,  on  economic 
grounds,  on  the  basis  of  safety  hazards 
raid  on  the  basis  of  common  sense  this  is 
bad  law  badly  arrived  at. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  section  in 
H.R.  8603  which  prohibits  the  imposition 
of  this  most  unwise  requirement. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  reasons  that  have  already 
been  stated  by  my  colleagues,  curbline  or 
cluster  box  delivery  really  becomes  dis- 
criminatory against  those  areas  which 
are  already  receiving  door-to-door  de- 
livery of  their  mail. 

Third,  it  is  a  hazard  to  safety.  These 
boxes  are  unsightly  and  they  are  more 
susceptible  to  theft  and  vandalism.  It 
becomes  especially  hard  for  the  disabled 
and  the  elderly  when  they  have  to  go 
some  distance  to  the  cluster  boxes  to  get 
their  mail.  In  addition,  I  do  not  have  to 
mention  that  those  who  live  in  places 
where  the  weather  is  very  inclement  dur- 
ing the  winter,  it  becomes  another  hard- 
ship. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  these  reasons  I  urge 
a  vote  in  opposition  to  the  Derwinski 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Derwinski), 
there  were— ayes  12,  noes  46. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY     MRS.    SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroeder: 
On  page  22,  line  3,  after  the  section  designa- 
tion "(9)"  insert  the  designation  "(a)";  and 

On  page  22,  after  line  9,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

(b)  Section  3622(b)  (3)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  "(3)  the  requirement  that  each 
class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail  service  bear 
the  direct  and  indirect  postal  costs  attribiit- 
able  to  that  class  or  type  (including  the 
costs  caused  by  variability  with  volume,  and 
all  of  the  costs  caused  by  the  collection, 
transportation,  processing,  storing,  and  de- 
livery of  each  class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail 
service) ,  plus  that  portion  of  all  other  postal 
costs  reasonably  assignable  to  such  class  or 
type;". 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  consid- 
ered as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado? 


Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
object.  It  is  much  too  complicated  a  bill. 
I  would  rather  have  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 
The  Clerk  will  read. 

(The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment.) 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  explain  what  this  amendment  does. 
First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  this  amend- 
ment does  not  cost  any  money.  It  is  an 
accounting  measure  for  the  future.  As  I 
read  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of 
1970,  one  of  the  things  that  Congress 
intended  to  do  was  to  have  the  cost  al- 
located to  each  class  of  service,  as  well 
as  they  could  be,  so  we  could  look  at  each 
class  of  service  and  determine  what  kind 
of  revenue  they  were  taking  in  and  what 
kind  of  costs  were  going  out.  This  has 
not  been  done.  There  have  been  all  sorts 
of  different  estimates;  but  in  essence,  the 
first-class  mail  user,  who  is  not  in  an 
organized  group,  has  been  subsidizing  the 
other  classes  of  users  to  the  tune  of  at 
least  $1  billion  a  year. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  important, 
because  it  makes  sure  that  70  or  80  per- 
cent of  the  costs  of  the  postal  services 
are  attributed  to  the  individual  classes 
of  mail,  so  we  can  then  look  at  the  rate 
structure.  We  can  then  look  at  the  rev- 
enue and  we  can  also  look  at  their  costs 
to  determine  what  we  might  want  to  do 
in  the  future  in  terms  of  subsidies. 

I  think  that  one  of  the  greatest  frus- 
trations any  of  us  in  this  House  have  in 
dealing  with  the  Postal  Service  is  that 
everyone  knows  that  something  is  ter- 
ribly wrong.  It  is  very  difficult  to  go  home 
and  have  thousands  of  constituents  com- 
ing at  us  saying  that  something  is  ter- 
ribly wrong,  and  they  really  do  not  want 
to  hear  a  speech  saying,  "Yes,  I  recognize 
that  something  is  terribly  wrong." 

The  question  is,  what  can  we  do  about 
it?  We  do  not  know  until  we  really  have 
some  kind  of  handle  so  that  we  can  have 
a  much  more  intelligent  debate.  I  think 
what  we  are  doing  now  is  having  an  in- 
direct subsidy.  I  think  this  indirect  sub- 
sidy should  be  known,  and  if  we  knew 
what  amount  it  was  and  to  which  classes 
of  mail  it  goes  to,  we  could  have  a  much 
more  intelligent  debate. 

As  the  Members  know,  in  the  past  the 
users  of  first-class  mail  have  never  been 
organized  and  have  never  been  able  to 
make  their  case.  There  is  some  question 
as  to  whether  the  first-class  postage 
stamp  should  not  really  be  8V2  or  9  cents 
now  if  it  were  not  for  having  to  pick  up 
these  other  costs.  What  has  happened  is 
that  the  Postal  Service  has  decided  to  as- 
sign costs  on  the  basis  of  whether  or  not 
the  costs  of  a  service,  if  it  went  up,  might 
drive  volume  down.  The  one  place  volume 
cannot  be  driven  down  by  competition 
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Is  first-class  mail,  because  the  Postal 
Service  does  have  a  monopoly  on  first- 
class  mail.  Therefore,  the  Postal  Service 
can  charge  anything  they  want  and  there 
is  no  place  else  to  go  with  first-class  mail 
unless  one  wants  to  use  the  telephone 
or  to  do  something  else  of  that  nature. 
Actually,  the  price  of  first-class  mail 

has  gone  up  such  that  last  year  we  have 
seen  a  little  bit  of  a  volume  decline,  and 
we  may  see  even  a  greater  decline.  But, 
the  real  issue  is  to  tell  the  Postal  Service, 
in  effect,  to  make  much  better  account- 
ing, to  assign  these  costs  in  such  a  man- 
ner that  we  can  sit  here  and  determine 
who  we  want  to  subsidize  directly— not 
indirectly.  We  should  know  that  it  will 
be  out  front  and  it  will  be  a  direct,  clear 
choice  that  we  have  rather  than  suppo- 
sitions. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  SCHPvOEDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  gentlewoman  yielding  to 
me.  Actually,  the  language  of  the  gen- 
tlewoman's amendment  was  really  the 
intent  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act, 
originally.  What  the  gentlewoman  is 
doing  is  really  reinforcing  that  previous 
action  in  specific  language  so  that  the 
Postal  Service  will  no  longer  be  able  to 
avoid  a  clear  accountability  of  each  class 
of  mail.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  That  is  precisely 
how  I  interpret  it.  I  feel  that  was  the 
intent  of  the  Congress,  and  it  spells  it  out 
so  that  we  can  no  longer  get  vague  an- 
swers from  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  What  this  mandates 
is  that  there  be  a  more  clear  account- 
ability, and  does  it  mandate  that  they 
have  each  class  of  mail  live  within  the 
revenue? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  No;  it  does  not  go 
that  far.  It  mainly  says  that  they  must 
keep  their  books.  At  that  point,  we  come 
back  in  another  year  to  determine 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  have 
a  subsidy.  We  will  know  how  much  reve- 
nue is  coming  in  and  how  much  cost  is 
going  out  for  each  classification,  so  that 
when  we  vote  a  subsidy,  we  would  know 
what  we  are  subsidizing. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  wish  the  gentle- 
woman's language  would '  include  that 
last  concept,  but  I  do  think  this  bill  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  some  ques- 
tions. She  is  asking  the  Post  Office  to 
assign  costs  on  different  classes  of  mail. 
Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  am  asking  them 
to  do  it  much  more  specifically.  What  we 
have  been  talking  about  are  costs  that 
are  things  such  as  collection,  transporta- 
tion, processing,  storing,  delivering  on 
each  class. 


I  think  one  of  the  classic  examples  is 
to  use  the  example  of  the  bulk  mail  cen- 
ters which  we  have  all  heard  so  much 
about,  which  were  not  assigned  to  any 
class  of  mail  but  were  put  in  the  general 
classification.  No  first-class  mail  is  going 
through  the  bulk  mail  centers,  as  every- 
body knows,  so  indirectly  the  first-class 
mail  users  are  subsidizing  the  bulk  of  the 
bulk  mail  centersv  I  think  that  kind  of 
thing  has  got  to  stop.  If  any  business 
kept  its  books  that  way,  it  would  go  mad 
trying  to  figure  out  what  its  costs  and 
revenues  were.  But  they  have  been  able 
to  do  it  because  of  this  monopoly  on  the 
first  class.  It  has  always  been  the  slush 
fund  that  picks  it  up. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  I  would  just  say  this 
to  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado :  The 
problem  we  have,  when  we  start  assign- 
ing costs  against  certain  classes  of  mail, 
for  instance,  when  it  goss  through  the 
post  office,  we  know  there  has  to  be  a 
crew  that  takes  care  of  first-class  mail. 
And  maybe  they  finished  at  1  or  2  o'clock. 
And  then  from  then  on  they  are  assignee! 
third-class  mail  for  the  remainder  of  the 
day.  How  does  one  assign  costs  to  that 
crew? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  What  I  have  been 
saying  is,  what  we  have  been  doing  is 
about  50  percent  has  been  attributed.  I 
think  70  or  80  percent  could  be  attrib- 
uted, and  I  am  specifically  listing  cer- 
tain things,  such  as  transportation,  those 
kind  of  items. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  The  problem  we 
have  for  much  of  the  services,  we  have 
to  have  that  crew  to  handle  first  class,  we 
have  to  have  that  carrier  make  his  route. 
It  does  not  take  first  class  or  second  class 
away  from  the  carrier,  because  he  is 
usually  underweight  anyway.  How  does 
one  assign  that  percentage?  If  we  say, 
"All  right,  30  percent  or  40  percent  of 
that  mail  carrier  is  third-class  mail,"  we 
cannot  say  30  percent  by  taking  it  away. 
I  think  one  of  the  great  traps  we  can 
fall  into  is  thinking  we  can  go  back  and 
assign  different  classes  of  mail  and  make 
it  stick.  We  get  into  a  great  trap  if  we 
oversimplify  the  problem  of  assigning 
costs. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  we  drive  third- 
and  second-class  mail  off,  we  will  raise 
the  cost  of  first-class  mail. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  have  gone  into  this 
very  heavily,  and  I  testified  before  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission.  I  think  the  gen- 
tleman would  be  a  little  shocked  as  to 
how  casual  they  are  in  the  allocation.  I 
have  done  a  lot  of  corporation  work.  I 
am  surprised  to  see  the  way  their  books 
are  kept.  To  say  that  if  we  took  away 
second-,  third-  and  fourth-class  subsi- 
dies that  indirectly  we  would  have  to 
raise  first  class,  I  do  not  think  that  is 
true.  They  are  showing  first  class  is  sub- 
sidizing almost  to  the  tune  of  $1  billion 
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second,  third,  and  fourth  class.  And  so 
it  is  the  reverse. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD  I  think  if  the  gen- 
tlewoman is  attempting  to  have  the 
study,  fine.  But  I  think  it  is  a  great  mis- 
take if  the  gentlewoman  believes  that  by 
having  this  report  come  back  that  Con- 
gress is  going  to  be  able  to  sit  and  make 
the  assignment  and  because  of  that  as- 
signment we  are  going  to  be  able  to  lower 
the  cost  of  first  class.  In  effect,  that  is  a 
fallacious  argument  and  I  do  not  think 
it  will  prove  out. 

I  say  to  the  Members  they  should  be 
very  careful  when  they  go  back  to  their 
districts  and  explain  this.  It  is  not  that 
simple,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  fallacious 
thinking  going  on  in  this  Chamber  over 
the  cost  of  mail. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  do  not  think  I  guar- 
anteed anyone  that  the  cost  of  first-class 
mail  will  go  down.  I  am  saying  at  this 
moment  it  is  extremely  difficult,  when 
one  gets  into  the  bookkeeping,  to  really 
assess  anything.  I  am  saying  that  if  we 
are  really  serious  about  our  oversight 

duties,  we  have  got  to  know  a  lot  more 
about  the  accounting  procedures  and  the 
cost  allocation  so  that  we  can  really  find 
out  where  the  problems  are. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  I  will  agree  with  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

The  inference  was  left  that  ii  we  got 
those  assignments,  somehow  the  cost  of 
first-class  mail  will  go  down,  and  I  do 
not  think  the  Members  of  Congress 
should  walk  down  that  road,  because  I 
think  there  is  a  very  good  chance  it  will 
not  go  down.  I  agree  with  the  gen  lie- 
woman  that  we  ought  to  get  the  study. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  The  gentleman 
said,  I  think,  the  cost  would  go  up. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  It  is  my  opinion, 
when  we  get  such  a  study,  that  the  facts 
will  bear  me  out. 

Mr.  MOTTL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  MOTTL  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MOTTL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  (Mrs. 
Schroeder)  . 

I  think  it  is  a  great  amendment.  I  as- 
sociated myself  with  the  efforts  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  (Mrs. 
Schroeder)  when  we  filed  as  intervenors 
before  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  in 
trying  to  keep  the  first-class  mail  rate 
down  to  a  reasonable  amount. 

Judge  Wenner,  the  administrative 
judge  who  recommended  8V2  cents, 
stated  very  ably  in  his  brief  and  decision 
that  out  of  the  10  cents  that  the  first- 
class  user  pays  for  the  post  office  stamp 
to  send  his  first-class  mail,  2  cents 
thereof  was  subsidizing  other  classes  of 
mail. 


I  think  this  is  wrong.  I  think  we  should 
strike  a  blow  here  for  the  first-class  user 
today.  I  believe  by  supporting  this 
amendment  we  are  going  to  do  just  that. 
I  think  it  is  wrong  for  the  first-class  user 
to  be  forced  to  pay  a  large  amount  in 
postage  to  subsidize  other  classes  of  mail. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe,  if  the  Con- 
gress feels  in  its  collective  wisdom^  that 
certain  classes  of  mail  should  be  subsi- 
dized, then  we  should  authorize  and  ap- 
propriate  sums  to  subsidize  the  second-, 
third-,  and  fourth-class  mail,  but  it 
should  not  fall  upon  the  shoulders  of  the 
first-class  user.  That  is  why  I  am  sug- 
gesting we  support  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
(Mrs  Scttroeder>  at  this  time. 

Therefore,  I  entreat  my  colleagues  in 
the  committee  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  EEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield9 

Mr  MOTTL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  ^,"" . 

(Mr.  BEDELL  asked  and  was  gi  en 
permission  +o  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  > 

Mr.  BEDELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Mottd  . 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  debate  the  per- 
formance of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  I 
think  that  it  is  essential  to  keep  in  mind 
that  the  major  purpose  of  this  agency 
is  to  provide  postal  services  promptly, 
reliably,    and   efficiently   to    individuals 

and  businesses  in  all  sections  of  the 
country. 

Recently,  I  corresponded  with  Mr. 
Norman  Haliiday,  Assistant  Postmaster 
General  of  the  United  States,  in  regard 
to  a  complaint  I  had  received  from  one 
of  my  constituents  about  the  quality  of 
mail  service  in  this  country.  In  his  re- 
sponse, which  I  would  like  to  include  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks, Mr.  Haliiday  stated  that  studies 
have  been  conducted  which  indicate  that 
most  Americans  are  satisfied  with  their 
postal  service,  and  that  Postal  Service 
officials  "feel  that  there  is  a  solid  base 
of  public  trust  in  the  mail  service." 

Implicit  in  this  response  was  the  im- 
pression that  high  level  Postal  Service 
officials  not  only  believe  that  the  public 
is  generally  pleased  with  the  quality  of 
the  mail  service  they  are  receiving,  but 
they  also  feel  that  they  themselves  are 
doing  a  good  job  in  running  our  postal 
system. 

I  cannot  judge  the  validity  of  Mr.  Hal- 
liday's  surveys.  All  I  know  is  that  many 
residents  of  my  district,  a  basically  rural 
area  in  northwest  Iowa,  are  not  satisfied 
with  their  postal  service.  This  fact  is 
evident  from  my  mail  as  well  as  through 
discussions  with  disgruntled  Iowans 
during  my  trips  back  home. 
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'  i  understand  tnat  the  Postal  Service 
has  experienced  some  financial  problems 
as  a  result  of  forces  which  have  been 
largely  beyond  their  control.  I  hope  that 
enactment  of  H.R.  8603  will  help  solve 
some  of  these  problems. 

At  the  same  time,  as  the  House  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  points 
out,  much  of  the  Postal  Service's  current 
financial  crisis  can  be  attributed  to  poor 
top-level  management.  This  manage- 
ment has  been  marked  by  inefficiency 
and  by  rapid  turnover  of  personnel.  It 
has  also  been  characterized  by  a  disturb- 
ing insensitivity  to  the  needs  of  its  em- 
ployees and  a  complete  lack  of  any  un- 
derstanding of  how  management  needs 
to  be  concerned  with  the  lives  of  the 
people  who  work  for  them  if  they  are  to 
motivate  those  individuals  to  properly 
serve  within  their  organization. 

There  is  certainly  no  cause  for  com- 
placency within  the  U.S.  Postal  Service, 
and  I  hope  that  the  bill  we  are  consider- 
ing here  today  will  promote  more  efficient 
and  responsive  operation  of  our  postal 
system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  a  letter  from 
the  Postmaster  General  as  follows : 
The  Postmaster  General, 
Washington,  DC,  September  22,  1975. 
Hon.  Berkley  Bedell, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  DC 

Dear  Congressman  Bedell:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  August  25,  on  behalf  of  Kir. 
Jim  Whiting,  taking  exception  to  a  state- 
ment made  to  him  in  a  letter  from  our 
Office  of  Consumer  Affairs  concerning  the 
relatively  small  number  of  complaints  re- 
ceived in  proportion  to  the  total  volume  of 
mail  handled. 

While  I  would  never  want  the  impression 
to  be  conveyed  that  the  Postal  Service  is 
complacent  about  services  rendered,  the 
statistics  relayed  in  the  letter  are  correct  and 
speak  for  themselves.  They  are  no  doubt 
related  to  the  fact  that  since  early  January 
we  have  been  achieving  overnight  delivery 
of  stamped  local  letters  95  percent  of  the 
time  or  better  and  meeting  two-  and  three- 
day  standards  90  percent  of  the  time  and 
more. 

Last  year,  a  Roper  Survey  was  conducted 
independent  of  Postal  Service  sponsorship. 
It  indicated  that  the  public  recognizes  the 
bargain  it  is  getting  when  it  sends  a  letter. 
Of  12  basic  services  covered  by  the  survey, 
mail  service  was  picked  as  the  best  value  for 
the  money.  Aside  from  mail  service,  others 
picked  were  doctors  services,  telephone  serv- 
ice, life  insurance,  electricity,  automobile  in- 
surance, hospital  care,  TV  repair  services, 
local  property  taxes,  home  repair  service, 
automobile  repair  services,  and  Federal  in- 
come taxes. 

We  feel  there  is  a  solid  base  of  public  trust 
in  the  mail  service.  The  volume  of  mall  and 
the  fact  that  it  is  a  part  of  virtually  every 
person's  life  make  irritations  and  complaints 
inevitable.  Our  challenge  is  to  build  upon 
the  base  of  confidence  and  overcome  the 
aberrations  which  disrupt  good  service  and 
result  in  complaints. 
Sincerely, 

Benjamin-   F.   Bailar. 


Air.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  first  reason  for  op- 
posing the  amendment  is  that  it  would 
have  a  disastrous  effect  on  nonprofit 
mailers,  in  particular,  churches  and  or- 
ganizations such  as  the  American  Le- 
gion. This  could  send  the  attributable 
costs  of  theat  category  of  mailer  up  to 
75  percent. 

This  is  a  matter  that  will  be  taken  up 
by  the  Study  Commission  included  in 
H.R.  8603,  and  in  recognition  of  the  com- 
plexity associated  with  it,  I  urge  that  the 
amendment  be  defeated  and  that  the 
Study  Commission  be  allowed  to  give  it 
the  time  it  deserves  so  that  fairness 
would  prevail  and  so  that  an  equitable 
rate  would  be  assessed. 

I  wish  to  remind  the  Members  that  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  at  this  time 
would  be  disastrous  in  particular  to  the 
nonprofit  mailers.  During  the  course  of 
our  hearings,  incidentally,  it  was  vir- 
tually proven  without  doubt  that  if  we 
pursue  this  course,  it  is  going  to  be 
effectively  put  most  of  those  mailers  out 
of  business. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  genlteman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yiel  'Aug. 

I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  re- 
marks made  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  and  with  the  posi- 
tion he  takes  on  the  amendment  before 
the  committee. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  would  agree 
with  me  that  the  amendment  and  all  the 
arguments  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
are  based  only  on  the  premise  that  an 
administrative  law  judge,  who  took  over 
5  months  to  consider  this  very  compli- 
cated situation,  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  costs  ought  to  be  allocated  as  he  said 
rather  than  as  the  Postal  Service  pro- 
posed, and  as  the  Rate  Commissioners 
later  agreed  they  should  be. 

This  bill  certainly  gets  at  this  prob- 
lem, in  my  opinion,  through  the  amend- 
ments with  regard  to  the  procedures  of 
the  Rate  Commission.  But  surely  the 
Congress  ought  not  to  make  its  legisla- 
tive decision  solely  on  the  basis  of  a  rec- 
ommendation of  the  administrative  law 
judge.  The  issue  is  extrenely  compli- 
cated, and  I  believe  that  we  should  give 
greater  weight  to  the  decision  made  by 
the  Rate  Commissioners,  who  have  the 
direct  responsibility  under  the  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amend- 
ment will  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap- 
preciate the  remarks  of  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson >. 
and  I  thank  him  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.   DERWINSKI.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
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move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  House  has  already 
demonstrated  this  afternoon  that  it  is 
firing  at  the  target,  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice, without  really  thinking  through  the 
tremendously  complex  fiscal  structure  of 
that  institution. 

The  effect  of  this  amendment  would 
be  to  make  it  impractical  for  anyone  to 
use  parcel  post  service. 

The  parcel  post  rate  would  shoot  up 
far  beyond  the  point  of  utility.  Another 
effect  of  this  amendment  would  be  to 
drive  down  first-class  rates  to  a  very  in- 
triguing figure,  so  much  so  that  it  would 
then  have  second-  and  third-class  mail- 
ers find  it  far,  far  more  profitable  to 
utilize  a  new  first-class  rate. 

After  that,  for  practical  purposes,  one 
wipes  out  the  distinction  in  mail  classes, 
because  once  a  first-class  rate  is  paid,  the 
item  receives  prompt  delivery  service. 

We  will  find  that  new  rate  going  up 
immediately,  and  at  the  end  of  it  all. 
what  we  will  have  done,  is  to  have  wiped 
out  the  long-time  structured  Postal  Serv- 
ice distinction  between  classes  of  mail. 
However,  the  consumer  will  actually  pay 
more,  in  the  end.  This  is  a  mandated  ma- 
jor revamping  of  the  rate  structure  with 
absolutely  no  figures  whatsoever  to  jus- 
tify its  application. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  that  maybe  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  is  overstating 
this  just  a  bit. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  That  is  a  matter  of 
opinion.  The  gentlewoman  from  Colorado 
is  understating  the  matter.  I  may  over- 
state, but  that  is  only  necessary  to  bal- 
ance the  obvious  understatement. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  think  it  is  very  diffi- 
cult for  cny  of  us  to  really  attribute  what 
will  happen  and  what  will  not  happen, 
but  I  find  it  incredible  that  we  should 
not  want  this  matter  placed  in  front  of  us 
so  that  at  a  future  time  we  can  determine 
whether  we  want  to  subsidize  second- 
class  or  third-class  mail. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  think  it  is  in- 
credible that  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder)  could  offer 
an  amendment  admitting  that  she  does 
not  know  the  effect  of  what  this  will  do  to 
rates.  She  is  actually  putting  the  rate 
structure  into  near  chaos,  and  the  re- 
sult will  be  total  confusion  for  the  users 
of  every  class  of  mail. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  do  not  think  we 
are  putting  the  rate  structure  into  chaos 

at  all  I  think  we  will  finally  bring  forth 
the  rate  structure  that  the  Congress 
mandated,  and  that  is  that  each  class, 


each  rate,  would  have  costs  related  to  the 
revenue  that  comes  in,  and  at  that  time 
we  could  sit  down  and  determine  which 
one  we  are  going  to  subsidize. 

There  has  been  all  along  a  backdoor 
subsidy  paid  by  first-class  mail  to  the 
otlier  classes  of  mail. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  amendment  of 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  does  not 
say  that.  The  language  of  the  amendment 
is  as  follows:  "...  each  class  of  mail  or 
type  of  mail  service  bears  the  direct  and 
indirect  postal  costs  attributable  to  that 
class  or  type  ..." 

In  other  words,  the  amendment  imme- 
diately mandates  the  application  of  cost 
all  over  again  that  had  been  attributable 
directly  to  various  classes  of  mail. 

The  gentlewoman  does  not  provide  for 
alternatives.  She  does  not  provide  for 
study. 

The  gentlewoman  is  providing,  as  a 
matter  of  rate  policy,  that  this  language 
immediately  go  into  effect  via  the  mech- 
anism, of  course,  of  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  that  is.  in  essence, 
what  the  law  is  now. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  However,  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado,  in  her  amend- 
ment, has  the  phrase  "including  the  costs 
caused  by  variability  with  volume,  and 
all  of  the  costs  caused  by  the  collection, 
transportation,  processing,  storing  and 
delivery  of  each  c,lass  of  mail  or  type  of 
mail  service  .  .  ." 

Mr.  HINSHAW  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words, 
and  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 
(Mr.  HINSHAW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
that  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  when  they 
first  received  Judge  Winner's  decision  on 
the  postal  rates  then  pending,  were  faced 
with  the  monumental  task  of  not  only 
analyzing  that  decision,  but  deciding  how 
best  to  implement  those  recommenda- 
tions if  they  concurred  in  the  recom- 
mendations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder)  is  exactly 
right. 

The  present  law  now  contemplates  and 
provides  that  the  accounting  system  of 
the  Postal  Service  attribute  costs  to  each 
class  of  service.  The  Post  Office  has  taken 
the  attitude  they  cannot  attribute  to  any 
class  of  service  approximately  50  percent 
of  their  costs.  They  take  the  totally  naive 
and  unsupported  position  they  cannot 
even  attribute  the  depreciation  on  fixed 
assets. 

My  good  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Pritchard)  was  talking 
to  the  effect  that  you  could  not  identify 
costs.  I  submit  that  any  person  taking 
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an  accounting  course  or  any  accountant, 
or  even  anyone  associated  with  book- 
keeping would  recognize  we  do  have  sys- 
tems of  cost  accounting.  That  is  why 
some  businesses  throughout  the  country 
are  so  good  at  avoiding  in  some  cases 

what  proper  income  taxes  are  due  and 
why  they  are  so  good  at  avoiding  some 
of  the  intent  of  the  laws  which  this  Con- 
gress passes  relating  to  antitrust,  and 
that  is  why  we  have  a  very  large  number 
of  Internal  Revenue  auditors  that  will 
try  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  com- 
panies are  following  good  cost  account- 
ing practices. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  endorse 
what  the  gentleman  from  California  is 
attempting  to  say. 

Any  multiproduct  corporation  in 
America  goes  through  a  cost  accounting 
exercise  in  determining  and  allocating 
fixed  or  variable  overhead  items  to  each 
of  its  product  lines.  This  is,  while  some- 
what complicated,  a  normal  part  of  busi- 
ness. Therefore  the  Postal  Service  should 
be  no  different  if  we  believe  that  costs 
should  be  borne  fairly  by  those  using  the 
particular  services. 

I  join  with  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia and  I  commend  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  what  I  was  try- 
ing to  say  was  that  it  is  very  difficult  to 
assign  costs  in  the  Post  Office  to  different 
classes  of  mail  when  you  have  different 
factors  such  as  the  postman  who  carries 
the  mail  around  on  his  delivery  route. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Is  it  the  gentleman's 
contention  that  it  is  impossible  of  attrib- 
uting all  of  the  costs  included  in  different 
classes  of  mail? 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  I  am  not  saying  it 
is  impossible  to  do,  I  think  it  is  almost 
impossible  to  do  it  accurately,  and  the 
double  danger,  of  course,  is  that  it  will 
be  done  poorly  or  it  will  not  be  done  ac- 
curately, when  they  are  assigning  costs 
back.  I  think  without  any  question  that  it 
will  wreck  the  Port  Office  and  it  will  raise 
the  price  of  first  class  mail  if  we  were  to 
follow  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder)  . 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  the  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  is  in  direct  opposition 
to  the  ranking  minority  Member,  where 
the  ranking  minority  Member,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski) 
said  it  would  have  the  effect  of  reducing 
the  rate. 


Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  It  does  reduce  the 
rate  to  start  with,  but  at  that  point  the 
third-class  mail  is  used  as  first-class  mail 
and  then  you  have  the  factor  that  in  the 
first-class  process  it  takes  13  steps  and 
in  the  third-class  process  it  take  6  or  7 
steps.  If  you  turn  it  around  and  put  all 
in  the  first-class  mail,  that  would  mean, 
because  of  that  lower  rate,  you  take  those 
13  steps  I  mentioned,  there  will  be  a  mess 

In  the  Post  Office  that  will  make  the 
present  record  today  look  like  nothing 
at  all. 

'  Mr.  HINSHAW.  It  is  my  contention, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  most  people,  or  most 
residential  owners  would  love  to  get  rid 
of  all  the  so-called  junk  mail  which  is 
now  delivered  and  subsidized  by  the  first- 
class-mail  user. 

My  primary  responsibility,  it  seems  to 
me,  is  to  make  sure  that  the  first-class 
users  of  the  mail  are  not,  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  this  Congress,  subsidizing  every 
other  user  of  the  mail. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr,  ROUSSELOT.  Mr..  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  speaks 
directly  to  what  the  intent  of  the  ori- 
ginal law  was.  I  admit  that  I  did  not  vote 
for  the  original  law,  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act,  but  this  portion  of  the  law 
I  did  support,  and  that  is  that  there  be 
accountability  on  the  part  of  the  Post 
Office  Department  for  every  single  class 
of  mail. 

All  the  arguments  here  today  relate  to 
trying  to  determine  whether  the  Postal 
Service  is  doing  its  job.  Much  of  that 
argument  is  over  the  accountability  of 
different  classes  of  mail.  We  mandate  in 
this  Congress  time  and  time  again  all 
kinds  of  accountability — in  the  oil  indus- 
try and  in  many  other  industries.  All  we 
are  asking  here  by  this  amendment  is 
that  there  be  an  accountability  for 
each  class  of  mail.  That  was  the  law  that 
was  passed  5  years  ago.  This  amendment 
merely  says  that  they  must  present  that 
to  the  Congress  and  others  in  a  normal 
accountable  way. 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington,  has  suggested  that  it  is  dif- 
ficult sometimes  to  attribute  the  cost  of 
one  class  of  mail,  say.  to  the  delivery 
system,  that  is.  the  postman  who  walks 
down  the  street.  Not  at  all.  The  post- 
man can  account  for  how  much  first 
class  mail  he  has.  just  as  in  any  delivery 
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system  in  the  private  sector  that  has  di- 
versified products  or  services,  must  ac- 
count for  its  delivery  activity. 

In  the  telephone  company  they  keep 
track  of  the  kind  of  instruments  that  the 
delivery  man  puts  into  the  system.  It  is 
accountable. 

If  we  want  to  finally  put  a  handle  on 
what  the  Post  Office  Service  is  doing,  this 
amndment  is  essential  to  provide  that 
type  of  accountability.  The  management 
of,  say  a  combination  laundry  and  dry 
cleaner  knows  how  much  to  attribute  to 
the  laundry  service  or  the  cleaning  serv- 
ices, becaue  they  know  how  many  pieces 
are  taken  by  that  delivery  person. 

So  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  is 
merely  following  through  on  thex  orig- 
inal intent  of  the  law.  I  suggest  to  my 
colleagues  that  if  we  want  to  have  better 
accountability  to  our  constituents  as  to 
the  costs  that  are  charged  to  each  class 
of  mail,  we  should  clearly — vote  for  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BRODHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan. 

Mr.  BRODHEAD.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

However  one  comes  out  on  this  argu- 
ment, I  certainly  would  agree  with  the 
gentleman  that  this  is  an  extremely 
common  business  practice.  Every  busi- 
nessman in  America  has  to  learn,  and 
does,  how  to  allocate  his  costs.  If  some- 
body has  a  little  hot  dog  stand,  he  has 
to  keep  track  of  what  the  hot  dogs  and 
the  hamburgers  are  costing,  so  he  knows 
what  lines  are  making  a  profit  or  a  loss. 
General  Motors  and  every  company  does 
it  from  the  smallest  to  the  largest. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. If  there  is  a  concern  somehow 
that  this  will  destroy  certain  classes  of 
mail  being  subsidized  by  this  Congress, 
that  is  false.  It  will  give  us  a  better  idea 
of  what  we  are  subsidizing  or  not  sub- 
sidizing. 

I  wish  to  reemphasize  that  if  my  col- 
leagues genuinely  believe  in  account- 
ability in  the  Post  Office  Department, 
they  will  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  would  just  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
a  question.  Now,  as  I  understand  it, 
fourth-class  mail  is  parcel  post,  and  it 
now  receives  a  subsidy. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  According  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
there  is  a  danger  in  passing  this  amend- 
ment because  we  might  find  out  if  there 
is  in  fact  a  subsidy  attached  to  parcel 
post.  I  do  not  think  there  is  a  danger  in 
that.  Let  us  find  out.  The  American  pos- 


tal patrons  or  customers  would  like  to 
know. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  have  the  honor  to  repre- 
sent a  very  rural  area.  I  suppose  maybe 
some  Members  are  not  aware  of  the  fact, 
but  in  some  of  the  rural  areas  we  have 
to  go  to  the  post  office,  which  in  some 
cases  is  quite  a  distance  to  pick  up  our 
parcel  post  deliveries.  But  a  package  can 
be  mailed  from  here  through  UPS  to  any 
destination  in  Idaho  or  any  other  des- 
tinuation  around  the  country,  and  they 
will  be  delivered  to  the  proper  address. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  So  what  the  gentle- 
man is  expressing  is  the  proper  point 
that  in  some  cases  the  private  market 
system  is  already  providing  better  and 
more  complete  services  to  rural  areas. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  If  the  gentleman  would 
yield  further,  I  wish  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment  went  one  step  further  and 
deleted  the  subsidy  for  fourth -class  mail, 
because  the  post  office  is  trying  to  make 
it  almost  impossible  for  UPS  to  compete 
by  going  out  and  subsidizing  fourth-class 
mail. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  What  the  gentle- 
man's point  brings  out  is  that  in  fact 
if  there  is  a  subsidy  with  a  given  class 
of  mail,  we  will  know  that,  and  the  cen- 
tleman  is  making  the  point  that  in  the 
case  of  parcel  post  in  some  areas  of  the 
country,  we  do  not  even  have  to  be  con- 
cerned about  whether  the  reguiar  post- 
man is  delivering  that  class  of  mail  be- 
cause he  is  not. 

So  that  helps  answer  the  argument 
and  concern  of  our  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Washington.  That  ac- 
countability is  not  always  possible  when 
it  is. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  one  further  question  if  he 
will  yield  further. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho  (Mr.  Symms). 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding  further. 

Actually  the  third-class  mail  is  a 
proper  service  for  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  My  understand- 
ing is  that  it  creates  a  surplus  in  most 
areas  beyond  the  cost.  It  is  not  a  profit 
but  it  creates  a  surplus  beyond  the  cost 
in  delivery  of  that  system  primarily  be- 
cause the  people  who  are  users  of  that 
third-class  category  perform  some  of 
the  services  that  are  performed  by  the 
post  office  personnel  themselves  in 
other  cases. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  third-class  mail  is  not  the  junk 
mail  but  the  second-class  and  fourth- 
class  mail  if  anything  would  be  con- 
sidered junk  mail.  But  it  would  isolate 
the  costs  of  classes  1,  2,  3,  and  4  so  we 
would  have  the  facts  made  available  to 
this  body. 

Mr.    ROUSSELOT.    I    appreciate    the 
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comments  of  my  colleague. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman      from      Washington       <Mr. 

PRITCHARD)  . 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  gentleman's  interpretation  of  this 
amendment  when  would  the  changes  in 
the  cost  of  the  mailing  go  on? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentlewoman  mandates  any  changes  in 
the  cost.  What  the  amendment  does,  as 
I  read  it,  is  say  there  will  be  accountabil- 
ity of  each  class  of  mail,  and  then  she 
goes  on  in  her  amendment  to  make  sure 
she  has  enumerated  the  variable  costs 
that  should  be  taken  into  consideration, 
such  as  volume,  cost  caused  by  collec- 
tion, transportation,  processing,  storing 
and  delivery  of  each  class  of  mail  or  type 
of  mail  service.  I  think  what  the  gentle- 
woman has  tried  to  do  is  to  make  sure 
that  those  factors  are  used  in  the  cal- 
culations. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  If  I  thought  that  is 
what  the  amendment  did  I  would  not  be 
arguing  against  it,  but  the  way  I  read  the 
amendment  is  that  it  says: 

The  requirement  that  each  class  of  mail  or 
type  of  mail  service  bear  the  direct  and  indi- 
rect postal  costs  attributable  to  that  class 
or  type  .  .  . 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Right.  That  is  what 
the  gentlewoman  said. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  The  amendment 
mandates  it. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  mandates  the  ac- 
countability absolutely  and  I  think  we 
need  it.  It  does  not  mandate  that  the 
classes  all  pay  their  own  way.  I  asked 
that  question  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to  her 
again,  but  her  amendment  does  not  man- 
date that  they  live  within  those  costs,  but 
she  merely  mandates  that  they  describe 
what  those  costs  are. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlewoman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  all 
I  am  trying  to  do  is  mandate  that  the 
costs,  direct  and  indirect,  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  those  costs  of  each 
class.  It  is  incredible  to  me  that  that  has 
not  already  been  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  ef- 
fect of  this  amendment  will  be  to  man- 
date the  cost. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  amendment 
mandates  accountability. 

Mr.  PRITCHARD.  I  realize  what  the 
gentleman  is  describing  and  talking 
about  trying  to  do,  but  I  believe  it  would 
mandate  the  cost. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  believe  the  gentle- 
woman has  done  exactly  what  the 
amendment  says,  that  is  mandate  ac- 


countability for  each  class  of  mail.  I  be- 
lieve that  is  a  reasonable  purpose.  I  en- 
courage my  colleagues  to  support  this 
position. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  last  word  and  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

i  Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  wish  we  had  had  an  opportunity 
during  the  period  we  were  handling  this 
bill  in  the  committee  to  discuss  this 
amendment  because  I  think  even  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  who  are  seeing  it 
for  the  first  time  now  are  somewhat 
confused.  The  present  situation  is  simi- 
lar to  what  happened  to  us  on  the  Alex- 
ander amendment.  The  amendment 
sounds  good  if  we  do  not  look  at  it  too 
closely. 

It  might  be  said  that  there  is  some- 
thing basically  wrong  with  a  system 
where  only  one  class  of  mail  pays  for 
itself.  I  have  heard  it  over  and  over 
again  and  I  used  to  say  it  myself  until 
for  the  first  time  I  was  forced  to  begin 
to  understand  why  we  have  this  fan- 
tastically complex  rating  system  in  our 
Postal  Service.  Everybody  accepts  as  an 
article  of  faith  the  fact  that  first-class 
mail  pays  its  own  way. 

What  people  who  are  not  really 
familiar  with  the  Postal  Service  fail  to 
note,  however,  is  that  only  85  percent 
of  first  class  pays  its  own  way  and  makes 
a  profit.  That  is  the  85  percent  that  is 
basically  business  mail  going  by  first 
class. 

In  rural  free  delivery,  there  is  no  place 
in  this  country  that  we  can  carry  a  first- 
class  letter  on  RFD  and  break  even.  That 
first-class  letter  costs  us  money.  It  costs 
us  money  to  take  the  mail  from  one  side 
of  the  city  to  the  other,  when  it  is  ad- 
dressed from  one  individual  to  another 
who  mails  one  letter  every  6  months. 

When  somebody  in  an  insurance  com- 
pany or  a  real  estate  business  drops  a 
ton  of  mail  in  one  truck  for  delivery,  that 
Is  what  leads  to  the  profit  in  first  class. 
So  let  us  disabuse  ourselves  of  the  idea 
that  everybody  that  buys  a  first-class 
stamp  pays  his  way. 

One  of  the  things  not  contemplated  by 
this  amendment,  but  which  we  might 
experience  if  we  went  to  this  kind  of  tight 
stricture  on  this  class  of  mail,  would  be 
to  go  the  route  advocated  by  a  former 
Postmaster  General,  who  we  were  glad 
to  see  leave.  That  was  to  create  two 
classes  of  first-class  mail.  That  would 
be  to  let  the  person  on  the  rural  route 
pay  what  it  actually  costs  for  the  service 
of  delivering  it  to  him,  and  it  could  well 
result  in  not  having  any  service  going  to 
those  parts  of  the  country.  The  other 
would  be  to  let  the  person  in  New  York 
who  writes  to  his  family  in  California  to 
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pay  the  cost  of  that  individual  letter. 

Now,  what  the  Schroeder  amendment 
does  it  not,  as  has  been  suggested  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rousse- 
lot)  ,  carry  out  the  original  intention  that 
both  the  gentleman  and  I  agreed  was 
wrong  at  the  time,  by  the  way,  of  people 
proposing  a  postal  corporation  and  say- 
ing that  the  corporation  should  break 
even.  The  Schroeder  amendment  goes 
further.  It  not  only  says  that  every  class 
of  mall  will  break  even,  but  it  will  have 
only  one  way  to  break  even  and  that  is 
to  raise  the  rates.  What  it  means  pure 
and  simple  is  that  every  class  of  mail 
right  now,  except  first-class  mail,  which 
I  have  already  explained  is  nearly  85 
percent  business  generated,  will  increase. 
Therefore,  we  will  have  a  dramatic  rate 
increase  for  all  other  mail  immediately. 
There  is  no  discretion  left,  because  this 
language  expands  the  present  language 
which  says  that  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion shall,  in  addition  to  other  factors, 
base  its  rate  decision  on — 

.  .  .  the  requirement  that  each  class  of  mail 
or  type  of  mail  service  bear  the  direct  and  in- 
direct postal  costs  attributable  to  that  class 
or  type. 

The  "costs  attributable"  are  magic 
words.  They  are  not  simple  words.  They 
are  artful  words  in  the  business  of  setting 
rates  for  carrying  mail. 

The  Schroeder  amendment  would  add 
to  the  above  language : 

.  .  .  including  the  costs  caused  by  varia- 
bility with  volume  and  all  of  the  costs  caused 
by  the  collection,  transportation,  processing, 
storing,  and  delivery  of  each  class  of  mail  or 
type  of  service. 

In  effect,  the  Schroeder  amendment  is' 
going  to  increase  rates  for  a  lot  of  mail 
other  than  first  class,  by  the  "costs  at- 
tributable" which  have  always  been  50 
percent.  If  that  sounds  complicated,  it  is 
complicated.  There  has  been  a  universal 
agreement  that  we  cannot  attribute  more 
than  50  percent  of  what  this  building 
costs.  I  am  using  the  well  right  now,  but 
I  am  the  only  one  in  the  room  talking. 
How  do  we  attribute  the  costs  to  all  the 
Members  not  present,  the  citizens  who 
are  not  present?  That  is  what  we  are 
asking  the  Postal  Service  to  do  and 
arbitrarily  they  have  determined  over  the 
years  that  50  percent  cost  attributable 
for  indirect  costs  made  some  sense.  That 
means  in  effect  we  cannot  hurt  by  more 
than  50  percent  the  ones  where  we  have 
made  a  mistake.  The  Schroeder  amend- 
ment would  increase  that  to  80  or  90 
percent. 

Those  Members  who  have  supported  us 
on  the  floor  in  our  attempts  to  get  a 
break  for  fourth-class  mail  for  libraries, 
for  example,  are  going  to  kick  out  and 
vitiate  what  we  did  in  the  past. 

I  am  sure  all  of  us  approve  of  carrying 
mail  for  the  blind  free;  we  do  not  at- 


tribute the  cost  of  that  very  bulky  mail 
for  the  blind,  because  it  is  Braille.  Could 
we  attribute  90  percent  to  it? 

Go  home  and  boast  that  you  are  going 
to  put  the  Post  Office  on  a  paying  basis 
by  having  100-percent  cost  attributable  to 
everything.  Go  back  and  tell  the  people 
in  the  local  parish  next  month  when  they 
are  told  that  the  third-class  special  rate 
they  have  for  mailing  out  an  envelope 
that  is  used  to  collect  the  contributions 
for  the  church  they  will  now  have  to  go 
out  at  13  cents,  instead  of  6  cents. 

Go  tell  the  organizations  like  the  vet- 
erans' organizations,  some  of  whom 
spend  almost  all  their  postage  on  raising 
money  for  disabled  veterans,  that  we  are 
going  to  double  the  rate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  already  men- 
tioned a  few  of  the  potential  victims  of 
this  amendment,  such  as  the  blind.  An- 
other would  be  the  handicapped. 

But  if  we  examine  former  section  4358 
we  see  that  it  would  affect  a  great  many 
more  nonprofit  groups — from  religious 
groups  to  fraternal  groups,  such  as  the 
Lions  Clubs,  the  Elks,  and  the  Rotary. 

It  would  affect  both  nonprofit  agri- 
cultural publications — such  as  the  pub- 
lications and  mailings  of  the  the  Future 
Farmers  of  America,  to  nonprofit  labor 
groups,  such  as  the  National  Farmwork- 
ers Union. 

It  would  hurt  the  veterans  organiza- 
tions, such  as  the  AMVETS,  American 
Legion,  and  the  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars.  It  would  hurt  State  governments 
who  mail  out  publications  such  as 
Arizona  Highways  and  other  highway 
and  State  planning  publications. 

It  would  also  raise  rates  for  educa- 
tional and  scientific  publications  and 
mailings,  and  for  program  announce- 
ments and  articles  published  by  educa- 
tional radio  and  television  stations. 

It  would  even  hurt  rural  electrical  co- 
operatives. 

That  is  the  effect  that  the  Schroeder 
amendment  will  have. 

In  light  of  her  experience  on  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  where  she 
enjoys  the  reputation  of  being  an  out- 
spoken opponent  of  the  big  special  in- 
terest defense  industry  corporations,  I 
am  surprised  that  the  Member  from 
Colorado  would  support  this  amendment. 

I  would  like  to  ask  her  how  she  feels 
these  groups  will  be  able  to  compete  with 
these  powerful  special  interests  in  the 
future  if  we  set  them  back  to  zero  now — 
especially  in  light  of  the  new  stringent 
budget  limitations. 

THERE   ARE    MORE    REASONS   TO   OPPOSE   THIS 
AMENDMENT 

I  am  opposed  to  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  because  it  would  constitute 
a  giant  step  backwards  on  the  road  to 
the  achievement  of  a  fair  and  equitable 
rate  schedule.  The  amendment  would  re- 
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verse  the  decision  made  by  the  Congress 
in  the  passing  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  in  1970  in  two  important  re- 
spects; it  would  require  an  approach  to 
postal  rate  making  exactly  contrary  to 
the  one  now  required  by  the  act,  and 
would  severely  curtail  the  independence 
of,  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

The  rate  provisions  of  the  act  were  in- 
cluded, in  part,  as  a  result  of  assurances 
by  the  Postal  Service  that  it  had  adopt- 
ed a  new  costing  system  which,  as  I  have 
already  stated,  demonstrated  that  ap- 
proximately 50  percent  of  total  postal 
costs  cculd  be  casually  attributed  to  par- 
ticular types  of  mail.  This  new  system 
was  adopted  in  response  to  severe  criti- 
cisms by  the  Congress  and  others — most 
notably  the  Kappel  Commission — that 
previous  costing  methodologies  produced 
arbitrary  and  uninformative  results.  It 
was  with  this  background  that  the  Con- 
gress adopted  section  3622(b)d)  of  the 
act  which  limits  the  minimum  costs  to 
be  borne  bv  particular  classes  and  tvpes 
of  mail  to  those  costs  which  can  be  dem- 
onstrated to  have  been  caused  by  such 
classes  and  types  of  mail.  These  rate- 
making  provisions  were  intended  to  in- 
troduce rationally  into  the  ratemaking 
proress  and  to  permanently  scuttle  the 
arbitrarv  dividing  up  of  postal  costs 
among  the  classes  of  mail  even  though 
such  divisions  could  not  be  shown  to  be 
based  upon  any  valid  economic  costing 
concepts. 

I  was  particularly  pleased  that,  in  its 
recommended  decision  issued  just  this 
last  August,  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
followed  the  intent  of  Coneress  in  con- 
struing the  ratemaking  provisions  of  the 
act.  I  quote  from  that  decision: 

The  statute  that  Congress  enac'ed  requires 
us  to  distinguish  between  attributing  cos+s 
on  a  casual  basis  and  assigning  the  remain- 
ing mass  of  common  costs  which  benefit  all 
or  a  limited  number  of  services.  The  key  to 
this  distinction  lies  in  an  analysis  of  cost 
behavior  which  will  lead  to  a  separation  of 
the  costs  caused  by  the  classes  and  services 
from  all  other  costs.  (Emphasis  in  the  orig- 
inal.)  p.  93. 

The  amendment  offered  would,  of 
course,  do  away  with  this  principle  of 
cost  casuality  now  embodied  in  the  act, 
as  it  has  been  so  well  stated  by  the  Com- 
mission. Under  the  amendment,  postal 
costs  would  once  again  be  arbitrarily  ap- 
portioned among  the  classes  of  mail  in 
defiance  of  any  sound  economic  concepts. 

This  attempt  to  turn  away  from  a  ra- 
tional approach  to  ratemaking  should  be 
rejected.  The  costing  approach  which 
would  be  required  by  the  amendment 
would  not  only  make  it  impossible  to  set 
rates  that  would  permit  the  "mainte- 
nance of  a  fair  and  equitable  schedule"  as 
required  by  section  3622(b)  (1)  of  the  act, 
but  would  also  make  it  impossible  for  the 
Postal  Service  to  operate  in  a  rational 


manner  by  using  demand  and  market 
considerations  in  the  assignment  of  that 
portion  of  postal  costs  which  cannot  be 
shown  to  have  been  caused  by  particular 
classes  or  types  of  mail.  Far  from  pro- 
hibiting the  Postal  Service  from  estab- 
lishing its  rates  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  that  which  would  be  followed  by  a 
prudent  business,  the  Postal  Service  and 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  should  be 
encouraged  to  use  market  and  demand 
considerations  as  a  major  factor  in  the 
establishment  of  rates.  Only  by  so  doing 
will  the  Postal  Service  be  able  to  achieve 
quality  mail  service  for  all  of  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

There  is  a  second  danger  in  the  amend- 
ment. By  irrationally  requiring  attribut- 
able costs  to  include  specific  types  of  pos- 
tal costs  it  would  deprive  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  of  any  real  independence  by 
depriving  it  of  the  ability  to  apply  expert 
and  impartial  economic  judgments  in 
determining  attributable  costs  and  mail 
rates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  all  these  reasons, 
this  attempt  to  reverse  the  ratemaking 
criteria  of  the  act,  destroy  the  independ- 
ence of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
completely  devastate  the  special  rate 
structure  we  have  established  for  the 
publications  of  nonprofit  organizations 
should  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

(On  request  of  Mrs.  Schroeder  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Ford  of  Michi- 
gan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mi*.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  say  that  I  really  think 
that  again  this  has  been  way  overstated. 
There  is  absolutely  nothing  here  saying 
that  this  Congress  cannot  vote  a  sub- 
sidy for  braille.  I  would  be  for  100  per- 
cent subsidies  for  braille.  There  is  ab- 
solutely nothing  saying  that  when  we 
look  into  costs  and  howr  they  are  attrib- 
uted, that  we  cannot  vote  those  things. 
I  think  it  will  really  help  us  determine 
that  because  there  is  a  lot  of  confusion 
about  who  is  supporting  what,  and  so 
forth  and  so  on.  I  also  think  that  the 
gentleman  is  overstating  what  this 
amendment  does,  because  currently  the 
lav;  says — and  this  is  the  current  law 
as  it  now  stands: 

The  requirements  that  each  class  of  mail 
or  type  of  mail  service  bear  the  direct  and 
indirect  postal  costs  attributable  to  that 
class  or  type  .  .  . 

That  is  what  it  says.  My  amendment 
goes  a  little  further  to  define  and  pin 
down  a  little  more  direct  and  indirect 
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costs.  I  think,  as  in  the  case  of  the  bulk 
mail  centers,  there  certainly  is  not  some- 
thing that  should  be  assigned  to  first- 
class  mail,  but  that  is  something  that 
could  clearly  be  attributed  to  the  cost 
of  one  specific  class  which  uses  it. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentlewoman  from  Colorado  what  her 
amendment  does,  because  I  have  never  in 
my  political  life  been  on  record  as  kick- 
ing blind  people  in  the  teeth.  I  would  not 
ever  in  my  life  vote  to  stop  churches 
from  sending  out  their  collection  enve- 
lopes. I  would  not  do  many  of  the  other 
things,  and  I  have  never  kicked  a  dog,  to 
the  best  of  my  recollection.  I  once  did 
step  on  a  cat's  tail.  That  is  the  one  thing, 
if  I  understand  it,  that  I  will  not  be  ac- 
cused of  in  my  district  if  I  vote  for  this 
amendment. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment,  it 
merely  requires  them  to  come  back  to  the 
Congress  and  make  a  report.  Is  that  what 
it  does,  or  does  it  say  that  they  must 
raise  rates? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER,  No,  it  says  nothing 
about  raising  rates  and  nothing  about 
reports.  It  only  states  how  they  must  keep 
their  books,  which  will  help  the  Congress 
next  year  when  we  deal  with  the  subsidy 
issues,  because  for  the  first  time  we  will 
have  a  much  clearer  picture  of  how  much 
income  comes  in  from  each  class  of  mail. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  This  year  I 
think  there  was  a  subsidy,  as  some  Mem- 
ber said  before  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment was  voted  on,  of  $1.7  billion.  We  do 
not  know  where  that  money  would,  in 
effect,  be  going  to  subsidize — which  sec- 
tion of  mail. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  And  it  is  clear  that 
probably  the  first-class  mail  has  been  in- 
directly subsidizing  some  of  the  other 
classes.  However,  the  gentleman  is  not 
going  to  be  kicking  anybody  in  the  other 
classes,  and  he  is  not  going  to  be  doing 
anything.  It  is  just  that  next  year  at 
this  time,  we  may  have  to  determine  how 
much  we  want  to  subsidize  some  of  the 
other  classes,  and  I  think  that  since  the 
gentleman's  mother  raised  him  well  and 
he  does  not  kick  dogs  or  hit  blind  peo- 
ple— I  do  not  either — at  that  time  we  can 
determine  which  ones  we  want  to  subsi- 
dize and  which  ones  should  pay  higher 
rates,  but  it  will  be  a  clear  choice  for  us. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  did  I  un- 
derstand the  gentleman  to  say  that  the 
minute  this  amendment  passes  many 
churches  will  stop  sending  collection  en- 
velopes? 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  That  is  what 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  said.  I  was 
concerned    because  I  think  it  is  a  good 


amendment,  but  I  certainly  would  not 
want  to  go  back  to  my  district  and  say 
that  I  voted  against  blind  people. 

Mr.  JACOBS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  vield? 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  do  not  want  to  spoil  the  gentleman's 
fun  and 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  I  get  a  little 
nervous  when  the  gentleman  lays  heavy 
trips  like  that  on  an  amendment  like 
this. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  am  sorry 
I  understated  the  seriousness  of  the 
amendment.  The  problem  I  have  with 
the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  is  with 
what  her  amendment  says  but  not  on 
what  it  does.  She  has  just  suggested  to 
this  House  what  it  does  is  really  just  a 
little  bookkeeping. 

If  the  Members  look  at  the  section  of 
the  statute,  we  are  not  playing  games, 
we  are  amending  the  law.  The  law  we  are 
amending  is  the  characteristics  that 
must  be  taken  into  account,  and  the  way 
in  which  they  are  taken  into  account  in 
setting  rates  for  mail. 

The  effect — and  there  is  no  one  on  this 
staff  who  does  not  agree,  I  think — is  to 
dictate  every  class  of  mail  except  first 
class  mail  will  be  raised  to  carry  its  own 
weight. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  my  time,  and  I  decline  to  j  ieid 
further.  In  other  words,  the  gentleman  is 
making  the  case  that  first  class  mail  is 
subsidizing  every  other  class  of  mail. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  am  making 
the  case  that  some  part  of  first  class  mail 
is  subsidizing  all  the  rest  of  the  mail,  yes, 
that  is  correct.  Those  are  deliveries  made 
to  help  libraries,  schools,  institutions, 
blind  people. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  I  will  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman's  yielding  to  me.  This  does 
not  mandate  that  the  rates  automat- 
ically will  be  increased  in  any  area 
where  that  rate  is  not  carrying  the  cost 
of  that  particular  class.  That  remark  is 
false.  This  amendment  does  not  do  that. 

My  colleague  from  Michigan  has  re- 
plied that  would  be  the  effect  of  it.  It  is 
not.  The  effect  is  still  up  to  the  Con- 
gress and  the  Postal  Service. 

We  wish  to  provide  a  subsidy  to  the 
blind  and  we  are  not  providing  a  90  per- 
cent subsidy  for  the  mailing  of  blind 
items,  that  is  false.  The  cost  of  that  item 
is  more  than  90  percent,  by  the  way. 

It  would  not  mandate  an  increase  in 
the  rates.  I  think  the  record  should  be 
clear  on  that.  This  amendment  does  not 
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do  that.  It  clearly  follows  the  intent  of 
the  original  law  that  there  be  a  better 
accountability  of  each  class  of  mail. 

By  the  way,  the  rate  commission  now 
tries  to  have  the  Postal  Service  provide 
that  kind  of  accountability,  but  they 
have  been  somewhat  reluctant  to  at- 
tribute all  costs  of  different  classes  of 
mail. 

So  the  gentleman  in  the  well  is  cor- 
rect and  he  can  be  assured  that  this 
will  not  increase  the  cost  of  the  various 
classes  of  mail  unless  the  Congress 
wants  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  about  sixty  seconds 
I  just  want  to  reiterate  the  significance 
of  this  amendment.  We  are  dealing  with 
an  extremely  complex  subject,  one  that 
has  puzzled  a  great  many  minds  who 
have  taken  a  great  deal  of  time  to  re- 
solve it. 

What  I  am  asking  is  that  we  defeat 
this  amendment,  and  thereby  thrust  in- 
to the  hands  of  the  study  commission, 
which  will  be  implemented  resultant 
from  the  passage  of  this  bill,  the  chal- 
lenge and  the  mandate  to  get  into  the 
subject  matter  and  give  it  the  time  it 
deserves,  as  opposed  to  we,  in  the  space 
of  a  few  short  minutes  on  the  floor,  mak- 
ing a  determination  that  could  have 
some  very,  very  serious  ramifications. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  guarantee  the 
Members  if  this  suggested  amendment 
passes,  that  within  a  week  we  will  be 
inundated  by  all  of  the  publishers,  who 
are  representing  subscribers,  who  are  go- 
ing to  be  adversely  affected  by  the  re- 
sult of  this  amendment. 

Once  again  I  ask  that  we  be  a  little 
bit  patient,  that  we  put  the  matter  of 
cost  authorization  into  the  hands  of  this 

study  commission  who  will  give  it  the 
time  and  the  attention  it  deserves. 

For  ihat  reason  I  ask  that  we  defeat 
the  Schroeder  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroe- 
der) . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes 
appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY     MR.     SIMON 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Simon:  Page 
14,  strike  out  line  19  and  all  that  follows 
through  page  22,  line  2,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following  new  sectiors: 

Sec.  3.   (&)   Chapter  36  of  title  39,  U. 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  subchapters  I,  III.  and 
IV: 


(2)  by  redesignating  subchapter  II  as  sub- 
chapter I,  and  by  redesignating  subchapter  V 
as  subchapter  II; 

(3)  by  redesignating  sections  3621  and 
3622  as  sections  3601  and  3602,  respectively, 
by  redesignating  sections  3623  as  section 
3604,  by  redesignating  sections  362G  and  3627 
as  sections  3605  and  3506,  respectively,  and 
by  redesignating  section  36  1  through  sec- 
tion 3685  as  section  3621  through  section 
3325,   respectively:    and 

(4)  by  striking  out  sections  3324,  3625, 
and  3628. 

(b)  Subchapter  I  of  chapter  36  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  as  so  redesignated  by 
subsection  (a),  is  amended  by  inserting  im- 
mediately after  section  3602  the  following 
new  section : 
"§  3CC3.  Changes  in  rates  and  fees 

"(a)  The  Postal  Service  may  make  one 
change  in  postal  rates  and  fees  during  any 
fiscal  year,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

"(b)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph 
(4),  if  the  Postal  Service  proposes  an  in- 
crease in  any  class  of  postal  rates  and  fees 
in  any  fiscal  year,  and  the  percentage  in- 
crease in  such  rates  and  fees  is  greater  than 
the  percentage  increase  in  the  price  index 
during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  (as  certified 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  under  subsection 
(e)  ) ,  then  the  Postal  Service  shall  publish 
such  proposal  in  the  Federal  Register  and 
transmit  such  proposal,  together  with  any 
other  proposed  changes  in  any  class  of  postal 
rates  and  fees,  to  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  of  the  Senate,  no  later 
than  30  days  after  such  certification,  for 
review  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

"(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  required  in  any  fiscal  year  to  transmit 
a  proposed  increase  in  any  class  of  postal 
rates  and  fees,  the  percentage  increase  of 
which  is  greater  than  the  percentage  increase 
in  the  price  index  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  of  the  Senate  under  paragraph  (1), 
no  proposed  changes  in  any  class  of  postal 
rates  and  fees,  whether-  or  not  any  such  pro- 
posed change  constitutes  an  increase  which 
is  greater  than  the  percentage  increase  in 
the  price  index  during  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  may  take  effect  during  the  period  es- 
tablished under  paragraph  (3)  for  considera- 
tion of  such  proposed  increase  by  each  such 
committee. 

"(3)  (A)  Any  proposed  increase  in  any  class 
of  postal  rates  and  fees,  the  percentage  in- 
crease of  which  is  greater  than  the  percent- 
age increase  in  the  price  index  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  which  is  transmitted  by 
the  Postal  Service  to  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  of  the  Senate  in  accordance 
with  this  subsection  may  take  effect,  upon  10 
days  notice  published  by  the  Postal  Service  in 
the  Federal  Register  but  no  earlier  than  60 
calendar  days  of  is  session  of  the 

Congress    afiei  p:  oposed    increase    is 

...rted,   unless   either   such   committee, 
during  such  60-day  v  proves  such 

pi-oposed      increase      through      appropriate 
action. 
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"(B)  The  continuity  of  a  session  of  the 
Congress  is  broken  only  an  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  sine  die.  Any  day  on  which 
either  House  is  not  in  session  because  of  an 
adjournment  of  more  than  3  days  to  a  day 
certain  is  excluded  from  the  computation  of 
the  60-day  period. 

"(4) The  Postal  Service,  in  making  any 
change  in  the  rate  of  postage  for  any  class 
of  mail  established  in  accordance  with  the 
second  sentence  of  section  3604(c),  may 
round  off  to  the  nearest  whole  cent  the  rate 
established  by  such  change.  In  any  case  in 
which  such  action  causes  the  increase  In 
such  rate  to  be  greater  than  the  perc3ntage 
increase  in  the  price  index  during  the  pre- 
ceding fiscal  year  (as  certified  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  under  subsection  (e)),  the 
Postal  Service  shall  not  be  required  to  trans- 
mit a  proposal  with  respect  to  such  change 
under  paragraph  (2). 

"(c)  If  the  Postal  Service  proposes  an  in- 
crease in  any  class  of  postal  rates  and  fees  In 
any  fiscal  year,  and  the  percentage  increase 
in  such  rates  and  fees  is  equal  to  or  less  than 
the  percentage  increase  in  the  price  index 
(as  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  under 
subsection  (e) ) ,  then  such  rates  and  fees  may 
take  effect  10  days  after  the  Postal  Service 
publishes  notice  of  such  rates  and  fees  in 
the  Federal  Register.  Any  proposed  increase 
which  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  shall  take  effect  no  later  than  30 
days  after  such  certification.  If  the  Postal 
Service  fails  either  to  transmit  a  proposal 
under  subsection  (b)  (1)  or  to  place  such  in- 
crease in  any  class  of  postal  rates  and  fees 
into  effect  during  such  period,  the  Postal 
Service  may  not  make  any  change  in  such 
class  of  postal  rates  and  lees  during  the  fiscal 
year  involved. 

"(d)  If  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  of  the  Senate  disapproves  a  proposed 
change  in  any  class  of  postal  rates  and  fees 
under  subsection  (b)  (3)  (A) ,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice may  place  into  effect,  at  such  time  as  it 
determines  during  the  fiscal  year  involved, 
any  change  in  any  class  of  postal  rates  and 
fees  if  such  change  is  not  subject  to  disap- 
proval by  such  committees  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (3)  (A). 

"(e)  At  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year, 
as  there  become  available  necessary  data 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
shall  certify  to  the  Postal  Service  the  per 
centum  difference  between  (1)  the  price  in- 
dex for  the  12  months  preceding  such  fiscal 
•year;  and  (2)  the  price  index  for  the  next 
preceding  12-month  period. 

"(f)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'price  index*  means  the  average  over  a  12- 
month  period  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
(all  items— United  States  city  average)  pub- 
lished monthly  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics.". 

(c)  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection  (a), 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  subsections  (a),  (b), 
and  (c),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following  new  subsections: 

"(a)  The  Postal  Service  shall  establish  a 
mail  classification  schedule,  and  from  time 
to  time  may  make  changes  therein,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  policies  of  this  title  and 
the  following  factors: 


"(1)  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
a  fair  and  equitable  classification  system  for 
all  mail; 

"(2)  the  relative  value  to  the  people  of  the 
kinds  of  mail  matter  entered  into  the  postal 
system  and  the  desirability  and  justification 
for  special  classifications  and  services  of 
mail; 

"(3)  the  importance  of  providing  classifi- 
cations with  extremely  high  degrees  of  re- 
liability and  speed  of  delivery; 

"(4)  the  importance  of  providing  classi- 
fications which  do  not  require  an  extremely 
high  degree  of  reliability  and  speed  of  de- 
livery; 

"(5)  the  desirability  of  special  classifica- 
tions from  the  point  of  view  of  both  the  user 
and  the  Postal  Service;   and 

"(6)  such  other  factors  as  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice may  deem  appropriate. 

"(b)  The  Postal  Service,  before  making  any 
change  in  the  mail  classification  schedule, 
shall  transmit  such  proposed  change  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  of 
the  Senate.  Any  such  proposed  change  may 
take  effect  no  earlier  than  60  calendar  days 
of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  after 
such  proposed  change  is  transmitted,  unless 
either  such  committee,  during  such  60-day 
period,  disapproves  such  proposed  change 
through  appropriate  action.  Computation  of 
such  60-day  period  shall  be  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  section  3603(b) 
(3)(B).";    and 

(2)  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as 
subsection  (c). 

(d)  Section  3602  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection  (a), 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  o\it  subsection   (a); 

(2)  by  striking  out  that  portion  of  subsec- 
tion (b)  which  precedes  paragraph  (1)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"Changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  fees  for 
postal  services  shall  be  made  by  the  Postal 
Service  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this 
title  and  the  following  factors:";  and 

(3)  in  paragraph  (8)  thereof ,  as  so  redesig- 
nated by  this  subsection,  by  striking  out 
"Commission"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"Postal  Service". 

(e)  Section  3605  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection  (a) , 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  "this  sxibchapter"  the 
second  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting 
in   lieu   thereof   "section   3603";    and 

(2)  by  inserting  immediately  after  "so 
that"  the  following:  "notwithstanding  sec- 
tions 3602  and  3603". 

(f)(1)  Section  3601  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection 
(a),  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Governors 
are"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Postal 
Service  is". 

(2)  Section  3606  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection  (a), 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "3626"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "360€". 

(3)  Section  409(a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Ex- 
cept as  provided  in  section  3628  of  this  title, 
the"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "The". 

(4)  Section  2003(e)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  3604  of 
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this  title,  all  of  the  expenses  of  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission". 

(5)  Section  2401(c)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"3626"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "3605". 

(6)  Section  3621  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection  (a), 
is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "after  proceedings  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
3628  of  this  title";   and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "subchapter  II"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subchapter  I". 

(7)  Section  3622(c)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection 
(a),  Is  amended  by  striking  out  "subchapter 
II"  and  inserting  m  lieu  thereof  "subchapter 
I". 

(8)  Section  3624  of  title  39„  United  States 
Code,  as  so  redesignated  by  subsection  (a) ,  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "Governors"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "Postal  Service"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "3627"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "3606";  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "3682  and  3683"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "3622  or  3623". 

(g)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  36 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"Chapter    36.— POSTAL    RATES,    CLASSES, 

AND  SERVICES 

"Subchapter  I — Rates  and  Classes  op 

Mail 

"Sec. 

"3601.  Authority  to  fix  rates  and  classes. 
"3602.  Rates  and  fees. 
"3603.  Changes  in  rates  and  fees. 
"3604.  Mail  classification. 
"3605.  Reduced  rates. 
"3606.  Adjusting  free  and  reduced  rates. 

"Subchapter  n — General 
"Sec. 

"3621.  Reimbursement. 
"3622.  Size  and  weight  limits. 
"3623.  Uniform  rates  for  books;  films;  other 

materials. 
"3624.  Limitations. 

"3625.  Filing  of  information  relating  to  pe- 
riodical publications.". 

Sec  4.  The  General  Accounting  Office  shall 
no  later  than  3  years  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  transmit  a  report  to 
each  House  of  the  Congress  which  shall  con- 
tain a  review  of  the  operation  of  amend- 
ments made  by  section  2,  together  with  rec- 
ommendations with  respect  to  whether  such 
amendments  should  remain  in  effect. 

And  redesignate  the  following  sections  ac- 
cordingly. 

Page  22,  line  3,  strike  out  "Section  3622 
(b)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Section 
3602". 

Page  22,  line  10,  strike  out  "Section  3626" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Section  3605". 

Page  23,  strike  out  line  17  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  page  24,  line  13. 

Page  24,  strike  out  the  material  which 
appears  immediately  below  line  13  and  im- 
mediately above  line  14. 

And  redesignate  the  following  sections  ac- 
cordingly. 

Page  24,  strike  out  line  14  and  all  that 
follows  through  page  25,  line  14. 

Page  25,  strike  out  the  material  which 
appears  immediately  below  line  14  and  Im- 
mediately above  line  15. 

And  redesignate  the  following  sections  ac- 
cordingly. 


Page  26,  strike  out  line  1  and  all  that 
follows  through  line  23. 

And  redesignate  the  following  sections  ac- 
cordingly. 

Page  29,  beginning  on  line  5,  strike  out 
"particularly  the  functions  and  responsibili- 
ties of  the  Postal  Rate  Commissions,". 

Page  29,  line  8,  strike  out  "If  the'-*. 

Page  29,  strike- out  line  9  and  all  that  fol- 
lows through  line  11. 

Page  29,  line  12,  strike  out  "viewed  inde- 
pendently outside  the  Postal  Service.". 

Page  29,  line  20,  strike  out  "section  3622 
(b)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "section 
3602". 

Mr.  SIMON  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  very  sim- 
ply, this  amendment  does  this:  It  abol- 
ishes the  Postal  Rate  Commission  and 
says  that  postage  rates  cannot  go  higher 
on  an  annual  basis  than  the  Consumer 
Price  Index,  unless  the  Postal  Service 
gets  the  okay  or  does  not  get  a  negative 
reaction  from  the  Postal  Committee  of 
either  the  House  or  the  Senate. 

This  amendment,  I  point  out,  was  ap- 
proved by  a  majority  of  the  Members 
present  in  the  committee.  However, 
through  proxies — and  my  friends  will 
understand  this — this  amendment  was 
defeated.  But  it  is  very  interesting  that 
in  the  subcommittee  and  in  the  commit- 
tee not  a  single  Member  suggested  that 
there  is  a  useful  function  performed  to- 
day by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

I  woke  up  this  morning  and  heard  that 
the  Postmaster  General  was  denouncing 
those  of  us  who  are  trying  to  save  small 
post  offices.  That  interested  me  a  great 
deal,  because  I  feel  these  small  post 
offices  perform  a  useful  function,  while, 
in  my  opinion,  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion performs  no  useful  function  what- 
soever. If  we  want  to  get  rid  of  a  useless 
body,  this  is  our  opportunity  to  do  it. 

The  Postmaster  General,  incidentally, 
in  a  talk  to  the  Postal  Forum  earlier  this 
year,  on  September  10,  1975,  said  this: 

Our  goal  has  been  to  keep  our  rates  at  or 
below  a  level  which  is  consistent  with  the 
growth  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

We  are  simply  asking  that  the  Post- 
master General  and  the  Postal  Service 
follow  what  they  say  they  can  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  hoped  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas  (Mr.  Collins)  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rousse- 
lot),  both  of  whom  supported  this 
amendment  in  the  committee,  would  be 
here.  There  are  some  of  my  colleagues 
here  who  heard  the  discussion  we  had 
in  the  committee.  There  was  a  feeling  in 
the  committee  that  this  is  the  direction 
in  which  we  ought  to  be  going. 
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1  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions that  my  colleagues  might  have.  I 
believe  this  is  a  sensible  way  to  save 
money.  We  ought  to  be  moving  in  this 
direction. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
frcm  California  (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wil- 
son), who  has  pioneered  in  this  field. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  com- 
pliment the  gentleman  and  state  to  him 
that  I  agree  with  him  when  he  says  that 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  should  be 
abolished.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  might 
even  get  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Dsrwinski)  to  support  us  on  this, 
because  the  Postal  Service,  too,  would 
like  to  sea  the  Rate  Commission  abol- 
ished, I  believe. 

About  2  months  ago  I  had  a  demon- 
stration available  here.  I  had  copies  of 
all  the  transcripts  that  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  has  compiled  in  the  two 
rate  cases  they  have  been  working  on. 
The  transcripts  were  piled  several  feet 
high,  and  they  were  so  wide.  As  a  matter 
of  interest,  the  last  hearings  before  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ive  here  in  the  House,  when  we  consid- 
ered the  rates,  were  only  this  high.  There 
was  a  great  deal  more  accomplished  by 
this  committee  than  by  the  boondoggle 
we  had  with  these  attorneys,  who  are  the 
only  ones  who  are  making  out  under  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission. 

I  think  this  is  a  fine  amendment,  and 
I  believe  the  Members  ought  to  consider 
it  very  seriously. 

Mr.  COLLINS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  yield  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  COLLINS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon)  for  his  cour- 
age and  the  way  he  has  fought  this 
amendment  all  the  way  through.  This 
is  one  of  the  best  things  that  has  come 
to  the  attention  of  Congress  this  year. 

This  amendment  would  get  rid  of  one 
of  these  extra  bureaucratic,  revenue- 
spending  commissions  we  do  not  need; 
it  gets  rid  of  a  commission  that  accom- 
plishes nothing.  This  is  one  of  the  most 
constructive  steps  I  have  seen. 

When  we  really  get  right  down  to  it, 
it  is  up  to  the  post  office  over  here  to 
set  the  rates.  They  have  simply  set  this 
organization  up  as  sort  of  a  buffer,  but 
it  does  not  serve  as  a  buffer;  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  does  not  accomplish  anything. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  has  been  consistent  and  cour- 
ageous in  following  this  up.  I  think  it  is 
very  important  that  what  the  gentleman 
said  should  be  taken  into  account  con- 
cerning the  hearings  in  the  committee. 


After  the  debate  in  the  full  committee, 
the  majority  of  those  members  present 
voted  in  favor  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  House 
adopts  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  matter  that  I 
have  discussed  with  the  author  of  the 
amendment,  and  I  am  reluctant  to  op- 
pose it.  However,  I  must  oppose  it,  al- 
though I  share  the  gentleman's  frustra- 
tion with  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
as  does  the  Postmaster  General. 

However,  contained  in  the  language  of 
this  bill  is  a  very  emphatic  mandate  that 
will  change,  for  instance,  the  procedure 
which  requires  that  the  entire  process 
be  limited  to  within  a  10-month  period, 
as  opposed  to  the  open-end  that  it  has 
had  since  the  implementation  of  the  act. 

The  language  of  the  bill  also  would 
require  that  the  commissioners  be  sub- 
ject to  Senate  approval. 

I  must  remind  that  one  of  the  irritat- 
ing factors  associated  with  this  is  that, 
unfortunately,  the  President  himself  has 
violated  the  spirit  of  the  law  in  this  in- 
stance, inasmuch  as  the  law  says  that 
there  cannot  be  more  than  three  mem- 
bers of  a  political  party  on  this  commis- 
sion at  one  time. 

The  spirit  of  the  law  was  broken  in 
this  manner,  that  seated  on  that  com- 
mission are  three  Republicans,  a  con- 
servative, and  an  independent,  overlook- 
ing the  fact  that  there  is  a  Democratic 
Party  prevailing  in  this  Nation.  It  was 
unfortunate  that  the  President  saw  fit 
to  do  it  that  way,  and  it  certainly 
wreaked  havoc  on  the  image  of  that  com- 
mission and  made  it  look  quite  political. 

Nonetheless,  as  I  said  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  it  is  the  intent  of  this  sub- 
committee to  very  soon  call  before  it  for 
testimony  the  Rate  Commission  along 
with  the  Board  of  Governors  so  that  each 
will  have  a  very  clear  view  of  what  their 
responsibility  is  in  this  all -important 
matter. 

It  appears  that  there  had  been  but 
very  little  in  the  way  of  communications 
between  both,  so  that  there  is  a  misun- 
derstanding that  prevails. 

We  believe  that  the  language  of  the 
bill  before  us  tightens  up  that  procedure 
very  well.  We  will,  for  instance,  replace 
the  adjudicatory-type  hearing  with  a 
legislative-type  hearing,  which  is  going 
to  diminish  the  legal  fees  associated  with 
the  present  procedure. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  things 
written  into  the  language  of  this  bill,  all 
intended  to  make  that  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission do  a  far  better  job,  and  I  believe 
that  it  can. 

I  again  reiterate  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  that  it  is  our  intent  to  con- 
duct these  hearings.  We  will  be  glad  to 
use  his  amendment,  if  he  chooses  to  in- 
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*  troduce  it  as  a  separate  bill,  as  a  vehicle 
for  these  hearings  so  that  again  we  do 
not  move  in  the  direction  of  doing  some- 
thing rash  and  then  have  to  ultimately 
back  up,  shift  gears,  and  try  to  correct  a 
horrendous  error. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  reluctantly  I  op- 
pose the  gentleman's  amendment.  I  ask 
that  it  be  defeated. 

It  is  kind  of  ironic  here  today  that  a 
great  deal  of  criticism  has  been  thrust  in 
the  direction  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 
Yet,  the  language  of  this  particular  bill 
gives  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  much  more 
power  than  it  has  today,  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  ratemaking  process.  For 
what  it  is  worth,  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  is  not  the  vehicle  to  use  in  this 
rather  complicated  procedure,  so  we  are 
being  inconsistent  or  we  would  be  in- 
consistent if  we  accepted  the  amend- 
ment in  the  light  of  all  of  the  criticism 
that  has  been  hurled  at  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  throughout  the  course  of  this 
day. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  just 
wondering  whether  the  gentleman  is 
aware  of  the  statement  by  the  Post- 
master General  that  they  propose  to  live 
within  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  That 
being  the  case,  what  possible  function  is 
there  for  a  Postal  Rate  Commission? 

That  is  all  my  amendment  would 
mandate. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  What  the  gentleman 
said  in  that  instance  and  what  he  pro- 
poses with  respect  to  the  Rate  Commis- 
sion are  two  separate  things. 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  am  well  aware  of  that. 

That  is  the  reason  for  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment,  so  that  we  put  some  re- 
striction in  here  in  order  not  to  have 
3-cent  increase. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
add  to  what  I  said  before,  again,  the 
adoption  of  the  Alexander  amendment 
makes  it  quite  simple  for  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  to  act  because  they  no  long- 
er would  have  to  be  concerned  with  over- 
head in  the  sense  that  they  are  per  the 
law  of  1970. 

Once  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that 
the  amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  point  out  that  here  again  we  are  en- 
gaged in  what  I  think  is  a  legislative 
overkill.  I  did  not  support  the  Postal  Rate 


Commission  in  its  5  years  of  nonachieve- 
ment  but  if  we  abolish  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  we  will  put  the  Congress 
back  into  ratemaking.  When  we  put  the 
Congress  back  into  ratemaking  then  we 
put  the  Congress  back  into  fixing  per- 
sonnel costs.  And  that  is  not  what  we 
want  and  that  is  the  reason  we  stepped 
away  from  it  logically  some  years  ago. 

The  bill  before  us  has  a  number  of 
provisions  relating  to  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  that  are  very  workable.  They 
are  the  one  part  of  the  package  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
and  many  of  us  completely  agreed  upon. 

As  much  as  I  appreciate  the  immediate 
short  term  gain  and  the  economies,  et 
cetera,  that  will  be  achieved  by  wiping 
out  this  new  little  bureaucracy.  The  al- 
ternative adds  to  the  complication,  the 
alternative  being  to  give  the  Post  Oipce 
the  right  to  set  rates.  But  the  whole 
trend  this  afternoon  seems  to  be  return- 
ing to  congressional  control,  and  it  pro- 
vides that  the  Congres  would  ultimately 
be  called  upon  to  approve  such  rate  in- 
creases. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  not,  in  the 
long  term,  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
Postal  Service.  I  do  not  think  we  want 
to  go  back  into  a  ratemaking  and  all  the 
other  things  that  stem  from  it. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  is  aware  that  Con- 
gress would  not  be  put  back  into  the 
ratemaking  process  so  long  as  they  are 
below  the  Consumer  Price  Index? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  That  is  right. 

I  am  also  aware  that  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  is  not  a  true  and  accurate 
barometer  on  which  they  could  base  their 
rate  increases,  given  their,  for  example, 
let  us  say,  generosity  with  their  postal 

employees  which  contract  with  them.  I 
am  sure  their  requests  for  rates  would  be 
eminently  more  than  that  dictated  by 
the  index.  And  they  would  base  it  on  the 
fact  that  the  Congress  would  certainly 
wish  to  approve  their  generosity  to  their 
employees. 

That  is  where  we  were  back  in  the 
early  1960's  when  we  used  to  vote  on  a 
package  of  rate  increases  combined  with 
salary  increases  for  the  postal  em- 
ployees. And  I  dreaded  to  think  how  the 
galleries  would  be  totally  packed  with 
postal  employees  in  their  post  office  uni- 
forms looking  down  on  us  in  the  well 
while  we  were  deciding  what  their 
next  pay  increase  would  be. 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  is  it  not  also  true  that  it  is 
not  the  body  in  the  well  of  the  House  but 
it  is  the  House  committee  and  the  Senate 
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committee  that  would  be  the  only  bodies 
involved  under  this  amendment  if  they 
would  ask  for  something  in  excess? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Frankly,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  cannot  conceive  of  the  other  body 
accepting  that  part  of  the  gentleman's 
amendment,  or  even  that  the  Congress 
as  a  whole  would  tolerate  the  two  com- 
mittees having  special  veto  powers  or 
extraordinary  powers. 

May  I  say  that  that  is  why  I  am 
arguing  against  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment rather  than  attempting,  for  exam- 
ple, to  strike  any  particular  clause. 

Mr.  SIMON.  One  final  question,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  gentle- 
man voted  for  this  amendment  in  the 
committee? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  may  have  done  so 
at  th  etime,  I  really  do  not  recal  it,  but 
if  I  did  it  was  with  the  diabolical  attempt 
to  complicate  the  bill  and  it  was  not  with 
the  intent  to  embrace  the  resolution  from 
a  position  of  heart  and  mind. 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  should  comment,  I  be- 
lieve, that  I  think  it  was  from  a  position 
of  greater  wisdom  at  the  time  that  the 
gentleman  voted  for  the  amendment  in 
the  committee. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
really  the  amendment  puts  the  Congress 
back  in  ratemaking.  Tha  tis  the  basic 
fear  that  I  have. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 


to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
(Mr.  HINSHAW  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

[Mr.  HINSHAW  addressed  the  Com- 
mittee. His  remarks  will  appear  here- 
after in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon)  . 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Simon)  there 
were — ayes  18,  noes  21. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise^ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 

the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Flowers,  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United 
Spates  Code,  with  respect  to  the  orga- 
nizational and  financial  matters  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 
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Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
for  other  purposes^ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  8603,  with 
Mr.  Flowers  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Before  the  Commit- 
tee rose  on  Monday,  September  29,  1975, 
the  committee  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute,  printed  in  the  bill  as  an 
original  bill  for  the  purpose  of  amend- 
ment, had  been,  by  unanimous  consent, 
considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Record,  and  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to  the 
committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute? 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BT    MB.    HANUST 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hanley  :  Strike 
out  section  2,  as  amended,  in  its  entirety,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  2401  (b)  (1)  (G)  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(G)  for  each  fiscal  year  after  fiscal  year 
1984,  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971.  except  that  the 
Postal  Service  may  reduce  the  percentage 
figure,  including  a  reduction  to  0,  if  the 
Postal  Service  finds  that  the  amounts  are  no 
longer  required  to  operate  the  Postal  Service 
in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title. 

(b)  Paragraph  2  of  subsection  (b)  of  sec- 
tion 2401  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  (A)  As  further  reimbursement  to  the 
Postal  Service  for  public  service  costs  in- 
curred by  it,  there  is  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Postal  Service  for  the  period 
commencing  on  July  1,  1975,  and  ending  on 
September  30,  1976,  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$1.5  billion. 

"(B)  Beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing September  30,  1977,  there  are  authorized 
to  be  aoDronriated  to  the  Postal  Service,  as 


further  reimbursement  for  public  service 
costs  incurred  by  it,  subject  to  annual  au- 
thorizations by  law,  such  additional  amounts 
as  may  be  determined  to  be  necessary  for  an 
efficient,  service -oriented  Postal  Service." 

(c)  Section  2401(b)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol- 
lowing paragraphs: 

"(4)  (A)  Except  as  provided  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  of  this  section,  the  Postal  Service 
shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  de- 
livery to  all  permanent  residential  addresses 
(other  than  apartment  building  addresses). 
The  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  deliver 
in  any  case  in  which  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  having  jurisdiction  over  the  ad- 
dress involved  has  adopted  zoning  ordinances 
in  the  interest  of  protecting  the  public  safety 
which  restricts  the  construction  of  main- 
tenance of  any  structure  on  the  property 
adjacent  to  the  curbline. 

"(B)  The  Postal  Service  may  provide 
cluster  box  delivery  service  for  any  perma- 
nent residential  address  in  any  case  in 
which  a  unit  of  general  local  government 
having  jurisdiction  over  such  address 
specifically  approves  the  provision  of  such 
cluster  box  delivery  service. 

"(5)  Appropriations  made  under  the  au- 
thority of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  ex- 
pended or  utilized  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
effect  a  reduction  of  more  than  10  percent 
in  the  applicable  postal  rates  or  fees  es- 
tablished under  chapter  36  of  this  title  for 
zone -rated  mail  matter  formerly  entered 
under  former  chapter  67  of  this  title. 

"(6)  The  Postal  Service,  in  reqxiesting  an 
amount  to  be  appropriated  under  this  sub- 
section, shall  present  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  a  comprehensive 
statement  of  its  compliance  with  the  public 
service  cost  policy  established  under  sec- 
tion 101(b)  of  this  title  and  a  comprehen- 
sive statement  containing  a  description  of 
the  operations  of  the  Postal  Service  together 
with  any  other  information  which  any  such 
committee  considers  necessary  to  determine 
the  amount  of  funds  required  for  the  op- 
eration of  the  Postal  Service." 

(d)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  as  such  provisions 
were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to  any 
temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the 
Postal  Service  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the 

Postal  Rate  Commission,  dated  September 
18,  1975,  for  a  recommended  decision,  bear- 
ing Docket  Number  R76-1,  except  that  such 
temporary  rate  or  fee  may  not  exceed  the 
lesser  of  (A)  the  rate  or  fee  requested  for 
such  class  or  service;  or  (B)  a  rate  or  fee 
which  is  more  than  one-fifth  greater  than 
the  permanent  rate  or  fee  in  effect  for  that 
class  or  service  at  the  time  a  permanent 
change  in  the  rate  or  fee  of  such  class  or 
service  was  requested  under  section  3622 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  by  the 
Postal  Service  in  its  request  bearing  Docket 
Number  R76-1. 

On  page  26,  strike  out  Section  14  in  its 
entirety  and  redesignate  the  following  sec- 
tion accordingly. 


152 


Mr.  HANLEY  (during  the  reading) . 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  and  I  am  not 
pleased  to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  be- 
cause of  the  nature  of  the  amendment, 
and  because  of  the  importance  of  it  to 
this  body,  I  am  constrained  to  object. 
Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  a  point 
of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

A  point  of  order  will  be  reserved  on 
the  amendment  by  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

(The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment.) 

POINT    OF    ORDER 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re- 
serve a  point  of  order  that  the  amend- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley  )  is  not  in  order  in  that  it  seeks  to 
change  an  amendment  that  has  been 
previously  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  wish  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  op- 
position to  the  point  of  order,  while  it 
is  generally  true  that  an  amendment 
once  agreed  to  may  not  be  modified,  the 
parliamentary  situation  at  the  present 
time  dictates  otherwise. 

I  cite^from  section  28.6  of  chapter  28 
of  Deschler's  Procedure  in  the  U.S.  House 
of  Representatives: 

§  28.6.  While  an  amendment  which  has 
been  agreed  to  may  not  be  modified,  an 
amendment  to  strike  it  from  the  bill  with 
other  language  of  the  original  section  and 
insert  new  text  is  in  order.  118  Cong.  Rec. 
16848,  16352,  92d  Cong.  2d  Sess.,  May  11,  1972 
[H.R.  7130]. 

It  appears  clear,  then,  that  my  amend- 
ment is  indeed  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  desire  to  be  heard  further 
on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  No,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Flowers)  .  The 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alex- 
ander) has  made  a  point  of  order  against 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  on 
the  basis  that  section  2  has  been 
amended  and,  thus,  further  amendments 
thereto  are  not  in  order. 

On  September  29,  1975,  the  Committee 
adopted  the  Alexander  amendment  to 


section  2  of  the  bill.  At  that  time  the 
Chairman  noted  that  the  amendment 
was  a  perfecting  amendment  to  section  2, 
altering  parts  thereof  and  leaving  other 
provisions  unchanged.  While  it  would 
not  be  in  order  at  this  time  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment, nevertheless,  an  amendment 
striking  from  the  bill  that  amendment 
together  with  other  language  of  the 
original  bill  and  inserting  new  text  is  in 
order  and,  therefore,  the  point  of  order 
is  overruled. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  is  rec- 
ognized in  support  of  his  amendment. 

(Mr.  HANLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  am  offering  today  is  in- 
tended to  be  a  compromise  with  the 
Alexander  amendment  adopted  in  Sep- 
tember. As  mentioned  in  a  letter  sent 
to  all  Members  this  week,  the  Alexander 
amendment  had  several  far-reaching  im- 
plications which  were  not  at  all  evident 
at  the  time  it  was  adopted.  That  amend- 
ment simply  said  that  all  Postal  Service 
funds  had  to  be  appropriated  annually 
and  that  all  revenues  from  stamps  and 
services  be  placed  directly  into  the  Treas- 
ury. It  did  not  provide  for  annual  au- 
thorization as  apparently  intended. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  count 
Sixty  Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant  to 
rule  XXIH,  clause  2,  he  will  vacate  pro- 
ceedings under  the  call  when  a  quorum 
of  the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence  by 
electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice. 

QUORUM    CALL    VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred  Mem- 
bers have  appeared.  A  quorum  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  is  present.  Pur- 
suant to  rule  XXm,  clause  2,  further 
proceedings  under  the  call  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  . 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
Alexander  amendment  is  allowed  to 
stand,  it  would  place  the  Postal  Service 
in  immediate  and  severe  financial  jeop- 
ardy, cripple  the  process  of  collective 
bargaining,  remove  the  incentive  for  a 
resonsible  rate  structure  and  in  the  long 
run  cost  far  more  than  H.R.  8603,  as  it 
was  reported  from  the  committee. 

On  the  cost  factor,  I  want  to  remind 
the  House  of  this,  that  we  are  providing 
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~$LIT  Million.  Under  the  Alexander 
amendment,  the  cost  factor  increases  to 
about  $4  billion.  Remember  that. 

Now,  my  amendment  completely  re- 
writes section  2,  thus  eliminating  the 
Alexander  amendment.  It  will  provide 
for  the  strong  Congressional  oversight 
required  by  all  of  us  without  some  of  the 
dire  consequences  of  the  Alexander 
amendment.  It  would  first  authorize  an 
additional  $1.5  billion  in  public  service 
appropriations  for  only  fiscal  year  1976. 
This  would  comprise  approximately 
$900  million,  which  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral requested  and  which  the  committee 
feels  is  necessary  because  of  the  cur- 
rent dire  financial  condition  of  the 
Postal  Service,  and  aproximately  $600 
million  to  finance  a  reduction  in  the 
proposed  temporary  postage  rate  in- 
crease. 

Definitively,  what  we  are  doing,  we 
would  be  reducing  the  pending  rate  hike 
from  33  percent  to  approximately  20 
percent.  It  would  prohibit,  as  I  have  al- 
ready said,  an  increase  of  more  than  20 
percent  on  the  next  proposed  temporary 
rate  increase  which  is  due  on  the  28th 
of  December  of  this  year. 

It  would  have  the  effect  of  reducing 
the  proposed  first  class  stamp  rate  from 
13  cents  to  12  cents.  It  would  require 
annual  authorizations  for  all  public 
service  appropriations  which  exceed  the 
current  authorized  levels.  It  would  re- 
quire the  Postal  Service  to  make  a  public 
accounting  before  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress  regarding  all  of 
its  revenues,  expenditures  and  opera- 
tions. It  would  provide  by  law  mail 
delivery  standards,  including  local  gov- 
ernment option  on  curbline  or  cluster 
box  delivery. 

Thus,  with  only  1-year  authorization, 
the  Postal  Service  will  have  to  come 
to  the  substantive  committees  and  to 
Congress  for  authorizing  legislation.  We 
are  being  financially  responsible  for 
providing  funding  for  a  ceiling  on  the 
next  rate  increase.  This  proposal  is  more 
than  fair  and  viable.  It  authorizes  much 
needed  additional  funds.  It  gives  Con- 
gress a  greater  role  in  postal  budget  and 
policy  matters,  and  it  provides  for  a 
measure  of  great  relief. 

There  are  many  other  factors  that  will 
be  discussed  during  the  course  of  the 
next  few  minutes.  I  am  confident  that 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Adams)  ,  as  chairman  of  the  Budget  Con- 
trol Committee,  will  take  to  the  well  with 
a  pronouncement,  in  effect,  reversing 
what  he  said  on  the  occasion  of  the  pre- 
vious consideration  of  the  bill  on  the 
basis  of  that  cost  factor,  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  costing  the  taxpayers 
approximately  $2y2  billion  more  than 
the  provisions  that  we  are  incorporating 
into  this  language. 


Mind  you,  the  Postmaster  General  has 
indicated  that  without  the  $920  million 
he  is  not  going  to  have  sufficient  money 
to  run  the  institution,  so  on  one  hand 
the  Congress  says  to  him,  "You  cannot 
increase  rates,"  and  on  the  other  hand 
we  are  saying  to  him,  "We  are  not  going 
to  give  you  the  money." 

So,  how  in  the  world  do  we  expect  the 
gentleman  to  run  that  operation? 

Now,  we  have  accommodated  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander) 
and  we  have  put  a  great  deal  of  effort 
into  the  authorization  language.  We  are 
providing  what  I  think  is  the  exact  in- 
tent of  his.  Yes,  the  Postal  Service  is— 
and  for  what  it  is  worth,  I  have  been 
probably  the  most  severe  critic  of  the 

management  of  the  Postal  Service — the 
Postal  Service  under  the  conditions  and 
language  of  this  amendment  will  be 
forced  to  come  to  the  Congress  each 
year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Henderson  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Hanley  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  fair  to  say 
that  at  the  time  this  was  previously  con- 
sidered, we  operated  in  an  atmosphere  of 
virtually  total  hostility  to  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service,  understandably  so,  because  of 
the  stupid  policies  of  that  institution. 
I  think,  as  I  have  said,  there  is  some  good 
in  everything,  and  I  think  that  resultant 
from  what  has  happened  2  weeks  ago, 
we  are  going  to  see  a  marked  change 
in  the  policies  of  that  institution,  whereas 
they  are  going  to  be  more  responsive  and 
they  are  going  to  react  to  the  representa- 
tives of  the  people  when  a  constituent 
problem  is  brought  to  their  attention. 

So,  there  is  good  reason  for  that  hos- 
tility which  prevailed  here,  and  hope- 
fully we  are  going  to  put  the  reason  for 
that  to  rest.  As  I  say,  that  institution 
is  going  to  come  up  here  every  year  and 
rationalize  its  request  for  money. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  the  gentleman  will  account  for 
what  he  claims  will  be  this  extra  add  on 
cost.  If  the  Alexander  amendment  stays 
in  place,  which  merely  requires  an  ac- 
countability through  Congress  and  the 
appropriation  process.  Where  is  this 
extra  $4  billion  of  costs  going  to  come 
from?     _ 

Mr.  HANLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
allow  me  to  respond,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  amendment,  we  are  provid- 
ing $1.5  billion. 
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Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Additional? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  May  I  respond?  We  are 
providing  for  $1.5  billion.  Essentially, 
$900  million  would  be  to  coincide  with 
the  Postmaster  General's  request,  and 
the  other  $600  million  to  underwrite  the 
difference  between  the  33  percent  rate 
hike  and  20  percent. 

The  gentleman  asked  the  question: 
Where  did  the  difference  between  $4  bil- 
lion and  $1.5  billion  come  from? 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Alexander 
amendment,  all  of  the  revenues  accrued 
to  the  Postal  Service  would  flow  into  the 
U.S.  Treasury.  And,  on  the  other  hand, 
all  of  the  obligations  of  overhead  of  that 
institution  would  become  the  total  obli- 
gation of  the  U.S.  taxpayers. 

We  anticipate  and,  according  to  postal 
figures,  this  would  amount  to  about  $4 
billion. 

What  we  are  doing  here  under  the 
provisions  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  Is  providing  the  Postmaster 
General  with  a  blank  check,  with  no 
bridles.  Why  would  he  have  to  produce 
efficiently  within  the  agency  when  all  he 
has  to  do  is  hand  the  bill  to  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  and  say.  "Pay 
it,  taxpayers"?  And  it  amounts  to  $4  bil- 
lion, as  opposed  to  $1.5  billion  as  it  would 
have  been  in  the  instance  if  my  language 
is  adopted. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  would  prefer  that 
there  be  total  accountability  before  the 
Congress,  which  is  supposed  to  control 
the  purse  strings. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Apparently  the  gentle- 
man did  not  hear  me.  I  said  that  incor- 
porated in  this  is  an  annual  authoriza- 
tion. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  has  explained  where,  sudden- 
ly, these  additional  obligations  of  $4  bil- 
lion are  going  to  appear.  Are  they  now 
hidden?  Are  they  now  not  accountable 
to  Congress? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  can 
only  attempt  to  explain,  and  the  good 
Lord  provides  an  individual  with  the 
ability  to  accept  an  explanation.  I  have 
tried  hard.  I  have  told  the  gentleman 
that  under  the  provisions  of  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  we  are  providing  the 
Postmaster  General  with  a  blank  check, 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  producing 
an  additional  $2V2  billion  obligation  to 
the  U.S.  taxpayer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Alexander,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hanley  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional  min- 
utes.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding.  First  of  all,  I  would 
like  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  the 
courtesy  that  he  has  extended  to  me  in 
an  effort  to  negotiate  the  differences  be- 
tween those  Members  who  were  sup- 
portive of  my  amendment  in  Septem- 
ber and  members  of  the  committee  who 
did  not  vote  for  my  amendment.  I  ap- 
preciate the  courtesy  the  gentleman  has 
extended  to  me. 

The  gentleman  said  in  his  remarks 
that  my  amendment  cripples  the  proc- 
ess of  collective  bargaining.  Would  the 
gentleman  point  out  to  me  and  to  this 
body  how  this  amendment,  which  this 
body  adopted  in  September,  cripples  the 
process  of  collective  bargaining? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  would  be  delighted  to, 
and  there  is  a  very  simple  explanation. 
I  wish  the  gentleman  would  tell  me  how 
the  USPS  can  negotiate  a  labor  contract 
when  it  has  no  idea  with  regard  to  its 
future  revenues. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  would  be  glad  to 
answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  authority 
of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970, 
power  and  authority  is  granted  to  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  to  enter  into  collec- 
tive-bargaining agreements  and  to  con- 
summate those  agreements. 

My  amendment  in  no  way  infringes 
upon  or  alters  or  in  no  way  mitigates 
that  authority  and  in  no  way  affects  the 
authority  of  the  Postal  Service  to  ful- 
fill its  obligations  as  prescribed  in  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  true  that  under 
my  amendment  the  Postal  Service  would 
have  to  come  to  Congress  annually,  sub- 
mit a  budget,  ask  for  authorization  or 
additional  funds  and  then  go  through  the 
process  of  negotiation  that  every  other 
agency  does.  Other  agencies  do  not  seem 
to  have  difficulties  in  entering  into  con- 
tracts that  extend  for  more  than  a  year 
for  procurement  for  services,  for  labor, 
for  other  things  that  are  necessary  in 
order  to  run  this  Government.  And  I  sub- 
mit to  the  gentleman  that  my  amend- 
ment does  not  in  any  way  alter  the  au- 
thority of  the  Postal  Service  to  enter 
into  or  consummate  collective-bargain- 
ing agreements. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Ford  of  Michigan, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hanley 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding.  I  think  the  prob- 
lem has  just  been  illustrated  very  well 
by  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas (Mr.  Alexander),  my  fellow  re- 
gional whip. 

The  gentleman  has  just  demonstrated 
that  it  is  really  not  his  intention  to  do 
what  his  amendment  says  by  his  failure 
to  understand  how  collective  bargaining 
works  in  the  Federal  Government.  At  the 
root  of  it  is  the  fact  that  his  amendment 
does  something  different  than  what  he 
thought  it  would  do. 

First,  there  is  no  other  Federal  agency 
that  has  the  same  kind  of  collective  bar- 
gaining relationship  that  the  employees 
of  the  Postal  Service  have  with  USPS, 
because  we  created  that  relationship  in 
specific  provisions  in  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act.  The  collective  bargaining 
agreements  that  are  reached  with  other 
Federal  agencies  do  not  cover  wages,  for 
example.  In  the  reform  act,  Congress  leg- 
islated away  its  power  to  set  wages  in  the 
Postal  Service. 

A  lot  of  Members  who  voted  for  the 
Alexander  amendment  thought  they 
were  voting  to  get  back  control  of  the 
Postal  Service.  We  took  back  the  part  of 
the  cow  that  eats  but  did  not  take  back 
the  part  of  the  cow  that  gives  the  milk. 
In  short,  that  is  exactly  what  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  has  done  to  us,  be- 
cause the  management  over  there  and 
the  postal  unions  are  still  going  to  be 
negotiating  wages,  and  then  they  will 
come  to  us  and  say,  "OK,  Congress,  it 
is  up  to  you  to  provide  the  money  to  run 
the  Postal  Service." 

If  they  negotiate  a  pay  increase  over 
there  and  we  come  up  with  10  percent 
less  than  the  Postal  Service  asks  for,  they 
will  still  have  to  pay  the  increased  wage 
rates  for  employees  under  their  control. 
That  is  the  problem  we  have.  The  nego- 
tiating process  is  crippled,  because  the 
Postal  Service  would  not  be  in  a  position 
to  make  a  binding  contract  for  more  than 
a  year  at  a  time  or  even  for  a  year  in 
advance.  If  they  did  so,  they  would  have 
to  take  the  chance  that  the  authorization 
would  not  meet  their  expectations. 

In  other  words,  they  would  have  to  ne- 
gotiate the  contract  first,  and  then  the 
postal  unions  would  have  to  come  in  here 
and  lobby  the  Congress  to  finance  the 
contract  they  had  negotiated  before  the 
Postal  Service  would  sign  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  want  to  get  back 
into  that  old  ball  game  and  have  the 
wages  set  by  the  employees  lobbying  in- 
stead of  by  using  the  collective  bargain- 
ing process,  the  Alexander  amendment 
that  is  in  the  bill  will  do  that  for  us.  To 
prevent  this  we  must  adopt  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  . 


Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
very  strongly  urge  the  Members  of  the 
Committee  to  consider  very  carefully  the 
position  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  on  the  amendment  be- 
fore us.  I  will  take  a  moment  to  suggest 
that,  according  to  the  advice  we  have 
received  as  to  other  amendments  that 
are  coming  later,  equal  care  needs  to  be 
exerted  by  each  and  every  Member  of 
this  body.  It  is  quite  clear  to  us  on  the 
committee  what  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress want  to  do,  and  we  want  to  help 
them  do  that. 

However,  considering  the  confusion 
that  we  think  was  present  in  the  com- 
mittee when  the  Alexander  amendment 
was  adopted,  and  the  apparent  lack  of 
attention  at  this  time,  as  chairman  of 
the  committee  I  feel  it  incumbent  on  me 
to  caution  the  Members,  and  to  plead 
with  those  Members  who  are  attentive, 
to  caution  their  colleagues  that  they 
should  know  what  they  are  doing.  Let 
us  not  simply  vote  for  amendments  un- 
less we  understand  the  implications  of 
the  amendment. 

I  urge  the  House  to  support  the  Han- 
ley compromise  for  two  very  important 
reasons.  The  members  of  this  committee 
and  of  this  subcommittee  have  worked 
very  hard  to  try  to  put  into  the  Hanley 
amendment  what  we  believe  the  sponsor 
of  the  other  amendment,  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  ,  in- 
tended when  he  offered  his  amendment 
the  other  day,  and  that  is  to  insure  that 
the  Congress  exercises  regular  oversight 
over  the  Postal  Service  to  prevent  waste, 
inefficiencies,  and  cost  overruns,  which 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  so  vividly 
and  so  well  pointed  out  at  the  time  his 
amendment  was  adopted. 

Certainly  I  want  to  commend  my  good 
friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  ,  for  his  in- 
tense interest  as  one  who  is  not  a  mem- 
ber of  our  committee.  Sometime  I  wish 
he  would  volunteer  for  that  service. 

Second,  I  believe  that  the  Hanley 
amendment  avoids  the  pitfalls  which  a 
careful  analysis  of  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment has  brought  to  light.  Among  them 
is  the  failure  of  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment to  require  annual  authorization  of 
funds  although  its  sponsor  apparently 
intended  that  result.  Although  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  limits  the  availability 
of  appropriations,  it  does  not  limit  the 
power  of  the  Postal  Service  given  to 
them  by  the  Reorganization  Act  to  enter 
into  contracts  which  are  binding  upon 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
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Let  me  say  it  in  another  way.  It  may 
be  an  oversimplification,  but  there  are 
two  ways  to  pay  the  bills  in  the  Postal 
Service.  The  first  is  from  their  revenues. 
The  Alexander  amendment  would  say 
that  those  revenues  should  be  taken  and 
put  into  the  General  Treasury.  The 
other  way  is  from  appropriated  funds. 

When  we  provided  for  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  Postal  Service,  we  determined 
that  the  public  service  feature  of  the 
Postal  Service  would  be  $920  million,  and 
that  is  a  continuing  authorization. 

Our  contention  is,  with  the  Hanley 
amendment,  that  those  revenues  that 
they  generate  ought  not  to  be  taken  away 
from  them.  The  $920  million,  our  com- 
mitment to  public  service,  ought  not  to 
be  taken  away  from  them. 

Then  we  further  say  that  we  believe 
that  the  rate  increase  proposed  at  33  l/3 
percent  is  a  little  bit  too  much.  We  ought 
to  keep  it  at  20  percent  all  the  way  across 
the  board.  However,  if  we  are  going  to 
restrict  revenues  on  the  cost  side  or  reve- 
nue side,  we  have  to  give  them  addi- 
tional funds  on  the  other  side. 

Therefore,  we  say,  going  along  with 
the  proposal  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  that  all  above 
that  $920  million  that  is  now  authorized 
by  law,  will  be  annually  authorized  by  a 
legislative  committee.  The  Members  of 
the  Congress,  the  House,  and  Senate,  will 
have  their  input.  There  is  where  we  will 
tell  them  to  quit  doing  what  they  have 
been  doing  and  that  they  shall  do  what 
we  want  them  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  point  out  to  my  col- 
leagues that  that  is  the  clear  intent  of 
the  Hanley  language.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion about  it  that  the  review  of  our  com- 
mittee will  go  to  their  stewardship  of  the 
revenues  produced  from  rates  and  from 
their  appropriated  money.  Subsection  6 
of  the  Hanley  amendment  requires  that 
"the  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  an 
amount  to  be  appropriated  under  this 
subsection,  shall  present  to  the  appro- 
priate committees  of  the  Congress  a 
comprehensive  statement  of  its  compli- 
ance with  the  public  service  cost  policy 
established  under  section  101(b)  of  this 
title  and  a  comprehensive  statement 
containing  a  description  of  the  opera- 
tions of  the  Postal  Service  together  with 
any  other  information  which  any  such 
committee  considers  necessary  to  deter- 
mine the  amount  of  funds  required  for 
the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service." 

The  committee,  if  the  Members  will 
adopt  the  Hanley  substitute,  will  an- 
nually review  the  expenditures  of  the 
Postal  Service,  their  performance,  and 
we  will  bring  to  the  Members  the  author- 
ization each  and  every  year  so  that  the 
Members  of  Congress  can  be  sure  of 
effective  oversight  of  the  Postal  Service. 


We  all  want  a  better  postal  service  for 
the  American  people — one  which  will  be 
more  responsive  to  the  general  public's 
needs,  and  answerable  to  the  mandates 
of  the  Congress  as  they  are  from  time  to 
time  expressed  in  legislation  and  com- 
mittee oversight  reports  and  recommen- 
dations. I  believe  the  Hanley  compromise 
achieves  that  important  goal,  and  I  urge 
my  able  colleague  from  Arkansas,  and 
the  whole  House  to  accept  this  substitute. 

The  Hanley  compromise  is  preferable 
to  the  Alexander  amendment  because  it 
approaches  the  problem  of  congressional 
oversight  in  a  positive  manner  rather 
than  reverting  to  a  system  which,  for 
maintaining  an  efficient  and  progressive 
postal  system,  has  already  been  tried  and 
found  wanting. 

The  Hanley  compromise  requires  that 
when  the  Postal  Service  needs  more 
funds  than  current  revenues  and  previ- 
ously authorized  aopropriations  produce, 
it  shall  come  to  the  legislative  commit- 
tees of  the  House  and  the  Senate  and 
present  a  detailed  proposal  justifying 
the  appropriations  request,  as  well  as  a 
comprehensive  review  of  all  postal  oper- 
ations. If  the  request  is  approved,  funds 
may  be  appropriated. 

The  Alexander  amendment,  on  the 
other  hand,  requires  that  the  Postal 
Service  go  through  the  process  of  an- 
nually submitting  a  budget  request  to 
the  Appropriations  Committees,  which 
do  not  have  legislative  jurisdiction,  for 
the  annual  appropriation  of  their  oper- 
ating budget. 

We  used  that  system  for  a  century, 
and  the  result  was  the  gradual  break- 
down of  the  postal  system  which  led  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  in  1970.  The  inherent  weakness 
in  that  system  is  that  it  precludes  long- 
range  planning,  modernization  of  postal 
facilities,  or  any  other  long  range  pro- 
gram to  improve  postal  services  which 
cannot  be  paid  for  in  1  year's  appropri- 
ation. What  is  done  this  year  can  all  too 
easily  be  undone  next  year.  The  usual 
result  of  that  old  system  was  that  the 
priorities  of  the  Postal  Service  had  little 
appeal  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
which  slashed  their  requests  for  modern- 
ization funds  year  after  year,  and  then 
even  further  cuts  were  made  on  Capitol 
Hill,  thus  severely  hampering  any  real 
progress  towards  true  postal  moderniza- 
tion. 

I  see  no  hope  for  achieving  the  kind 
of  postal  system  that  the  people  want, 
and  which  Congress  expects,  by  going 
back  to  that  old  method  of  annual  appro- 
priations for  all  postal  operations. 

I  agree  with  my  colleagues  who  voted 
for  the  Alexander  amendment  that  the 
Postal  Service  must  change  its  attitudes 
to  appreciate  the  legitimate  concern  of 
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Congress.  The  public  is  not  getting  what 
it  wants,  and  public  policy  must  be  car- 
ried out.  I  insist  upon  that  result,  but 
I  believe  the  method  proposed  in  the 
Alexander  amendment  will  not  achieve 
that  result. 

A  second  progressive  feature  of  the 
Hanley  compromise  is  that  it  helps  re- 
solve the  immediate  financial  problems 
of  the  Postal  Service  by  authorizing  $900 
million  to  pay  the  fiscal  1976  deficit,  as 
requested  by  the  Postmaster  General, 
and  also  authorizes  an  additional  $600 
million  to  reimburse  the  Postal  Service 
for  the  revenue  which  will  be  lost  by  lim- 
iting the  next  temporary  first-class  rate 
to  12  cents  rather  than  13  cents.  That  will 
give  the  Postal  Service  the  breathing 
room  it  needs  in  its  current  financial 
crunch. 

I  do  not  believe  anybody  here  wants  a 
13-cent  stamp  at  Christmas,  or  a  15-  or 
16-cent  stamp  next  year  just  before  the 
election,  but  that  may  be  the  result  if 
immediate  action  is  hot  taken  to  finance 
the  Postal  Service's  deficit  for  fiscal  1976, 
and  put  a  lid  on  the  rates  which  will  be- 
come effective  December  28.  The  Hanley 
compromise  invites  funds  for  future  fis- 
cal years  if  then  authorized  by  Con- 
gress, and  in  that  manner  careful  and 
continuous  oversight  of  postal  operations 
will  be  assured. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
Hanley  substitute. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are  several  reasons  that  many  of 
us  are  concerned  about  this  new  position 
of  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley).  The  amendment  by 
Mr.  Hanley  does  not  simply  undermine 
the  budget  process  that  we  have  tried  to 
set  up  in  this  Congress  to  prevent  this 
kind  of  deficit  financing  but  it  also  adds 
$1.5  billion  to  its  deficit.  The  Committee 
on  the  Budget  of  this  House  basically  op- 
poses an  add-on  deficit  of  $1.5  billion 
that  this  amendment  will  cause. 

Now,  already  appropriated  by  this 
Congress,  for  this  year,  is  a  deficit  for 
the  Post  Office  of  $1.5  billion.  We  are 
already  covering  all  the  public  service 
subsidies  that  this  Congress  as  a  whole 
has  decided  to  appropriate.  This  will  add 
$1.5  billion  not  appropriated  for,  not  ac- 
counted for  by  the  Budget  Committee. 
There  is  no  place  in  the  President's 
budget,  it  is  not  anywhere,  it  is  an  add- 
on deficit  that  we  will  be  voting  for  if 
we  support  this  amendment. 


My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Adams)  has  said  that 
the  Budget  Committee  has  said  that  this 
is  an  add-on  deficit.  But  my  good  col- 
league and  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  who  is  also  try- 
ing to  bail  out  the  city  of  New  York — 
and  we  are  familiar  with  his  encourage- 
ment to  try  to  get  this  Congress  to  come 
to  the  rescue  of  his  city — has  offered  this 
amendment.  But  my  belief  is,  if  we  ac- 
cept this  amendment 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman  in  a  moment.  My  colleague 
asked  to  finish  his  own  statement,  and 
the  gentleman  took  better  than  10  min- 
utes, so  I  will  finish  my  statement  and 
then  I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Ch  a  inn  an,  my  colleague  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
has  asked  the  House  that  we  add  $1.5 
billion  of  deficit  financing  which  the  Post 
Office  can  utilize  above  and  beyond  their 
$11  billion  of  revenue  that  we  already 
have. 

So  if  we  vote  for  this  amendment,  we 
will  not  only  negate  the  effect  of  the 
Alexander  amendment  to  bring  back  the 
appropriation  control  of  the  Post  Office  to 
this  body — and  what  is  wrong  with  that? 
Why  should  we  forego  the  responsibility 
of  appropriating  and  debating  this  right 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives?   But,    aside    from    negating 
that  action  of  my  colleague  the  gentle- 
man  from   Arkansas    (Mr.   Alexander) 
which  I  think  was  an  appropriate  action, 
we  will  be  adding   $1.5  billion  to  the 
postal  deficit  for  this  fiscal  year  of  1976. 
This  will  make  the  total  deficit  for  the 
Post  Office  in  fiscal  year  1976  over  $3  bil- 
lion. I  do  not  think  that  is  a  worthwhile 
expenditure  for  the  Post  Office  because 
already  they  have  for  this  fiscal  year's 
revenue,   including   the   deficit  that  we 
have  already  appropriated,  $12  billion. 
And   that   includes   the  money  for  the 
postal  workers  that  has  been  negotiated. 
That  is  all  covered.  So  why  would  we 
want  to  add  another  $1.5  billion? 

My  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  says: 

Weil,  if  we  do  not  negate  the  Alexander 
amendment,  there  suddenly  is  going  to  ap- 
pear an  additional  $4  billion. 

Well,  where  is  it?  That  has  not  been 
accounted  for  by  the  Budget  Committee. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr. 'ROUSSELOT.  I  will  yield  in  a 
minute  I  wish  to  finish  and  then  I  will 
yield  to  the  other  gentleman  from  New 
York  and  then  I  will  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man »Mr.  Gilmanj  . 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  is  wrong  with  the 
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Congress  reviewing  this  in  the  appro- 
priation process? 

I  do  not  understand  the  logic  of  my 
good  colleague  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  that  there  is  some 
hidden  $4  billion  if  we  have  to  go  through 
the  appropriation  process. 

Then,  fine,  let  us  review  it,  let  us  find 
out  what  it  is,  the  Post  Office  manage- 
ment has  not  come  to  this  Congress  or  to 
our  committee  and  told  us  what  this 
additional  $1.5  billion,  which  will  in- 
crease the  deficit  for  this  year  by  over 
$3  billion,  will  be  used  for  and  we  will  be 
buying  this  without  even  knowing. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  not  to  add  an 
additional  $1.5  billion  to  a  deficit  we 
have  already  given  them  in  the  appro- 
priation process.  I  think  they  ought  to 
be  able  to  get  along  on  a  $12  billion 
expenditure.  That  is,  in  effect,  what  we 
have  already  approved.  Why  do  they 
need  $13.5  billion?  I  do  not  think  that 
has  been  justified  before  our  committee. 

I  have  just  talked  to  the  chairman  of 
our  committee.  The  gentleman  informs 
me  that  the  Post  Office  has  never  sub- 
mitted to  us  the  justification  of  the  Post- 
master General's  statement  that  we  need 
some  more  public  service  money.  It  has 
never  been  justified,  I  appeal  to  my  col- 
leagues: Do  not  vote  for  this  amend- 
ment and  add  another  $1.5  billion  to  a 
service  that  is  not  performing  now. 

Now  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Rousse- 
lot  was  allowed  to  proceed  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Now  I  will  yield 
to  my  colleague  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  who  is  a  very  articulate  spokes- 
man. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  California,  for  yield- 
ing. 

I  just  want  to  clarify  one  thing.  The 
gentleman  related  to  the  problem  of 
New  York.  I  am  not  from  the  city  of 
New  York. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  know  that. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  am  from  upstate.  We 
will  clarify  that,  so  my  interest  is  not 
parochial  on  that  subject  matter.  I  have 
one  other  clarification  on  the  same  sub- 
ject matter. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  did  not  suggest  it 
was  parochial. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  That  State  is  not  asking 
for  a  bailout,  but  it  is  asking  for  a  back- 
up. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  is  asking  for  a 
backup. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  knows 
what  that  is. 


Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  am  glad  that  is 
corrected. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Again  I  would  hope  that 
the  gentleman  would  read  my  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  have  read  it. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  would  hope  that  the 
gentleman  would  read  it  again.  Appar- 
ently he  does  not  have  the  point.  The 
point  is  that  I  am  providing  for  the 
amortization  that  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  sought,  and 
that  the  gentleman  from  California 
sought  when  he  supported  it.  We  do  have 
that  authorization  process,  whereas  the 
institution  will  be  coming  in  to  the  Con- 
gress to  rationalize  every  penny  that  it 
asks  of  the  U.S.  Treasury.  I  make  the 
point  once  again  that  we  are  giving  the 
Postmaster  General  that  blank  check 
through  the  Alexander  amendment, 
whereas  all  revenues  accrue,  and  along 
with  it,  on  the  other  hand,  the  U.S.  tax- 
payer picks  up  the  total  operation  for  the 
overhead  of  the  USPS,  or  a  $21/2  billion 
figure  in  excess  of  what  we  are  talking 
about  here. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here,  in- 
cidentally, returns  $600  million  of  it  to 
the  taxpayers  via  a  reduced  postal  rate. 
I  would  hope  very  much  that  the  gentle- 
man would  spend  sometime  with  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  have  studied  the 
amendment.  I  wish  to  assure  my  col- 
league from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
that  I  have  studied  the  amendment  at 
great  length,  and  I  am  very  much  con- 
cerned about  the  addon  deficit  of  $1.5 
billion  above  and  beyond  the  $1.5  billion 
we  have  already  given  them  in  deficit 
financing  this  year. 

Now  to  answer  the  gentleman's  query 
about  giving  the  Postmaster  General  a 
blank  check,  exactly  the  opposite  is  true. 
Under  the  Alexander  amendment,  he 
must  come  before  the  Congress,  both  the 
authorization  committee  and  the  Com- 
mittee on.  Appropriations,  to  justify  the 
addon  deficit.  I  think  that  is  an  appro- 
priate process.  The  Congress  does  it  for 
every  other  agency  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. I  think  my  colleague,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas,  understood  fully 
what  he  was  doing  when  he  offered  that 
amendment.  It  is  a  good  check  and  bal- 
ance against  unwarranted  spending,  or 
spending  that  the  Congress  does  not 
understand. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Rous- 
selot  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  ad- 
ditional minutes.) 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  KUUtjttEiX)T.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Am  I  correct  that  the  Postal  Service 
already  has  an  appropraition  this  year 
for  $iy2  billion? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Of  deficit  financing 
above  their  regular  revenues  which  run 
well  above  $10  billion,  so  the  total  is  al- 
most $12  billion  of  an  authorized  expen- 
diture for  this  year.  The  gentleman  is 
correct,  and  it  would  be  $13.5  billion  if 
we  pass  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Am  I  correct  that  the 
gentleman  made  a  statement  that  the 
Postmaster  General  has  not  justified  the 
additional  sum  of  money  that  is  now  be- 
ing requested  by  way  of  the  Hanley  pro- 
posal? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  He  may  have  justi- 
fied it  to  somebody?  but  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  has  just  informed  me  that 
he  has  not  written  a  letter  and  asked  for 
it;  there  has  been  no  written  communi- 
cation; there  has  been  no  hearing  before 
our  committee;  there  has  been  no  hear- 
ing before  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. If  he  needs  that  money,  and  if  he 
can  account  for  it,  I  am  sure  the  commit- 
tee will  give  it  adequate  consideration. 
But  we  are  voting  in  the  dark  here  to- 
day for  an  additional  deficit  of  $1.5  bil- 
lion, and  that  does  not  in  any  way  insure 
that  our  mail  service  will  be  any  better 
than  it  is  right  now. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  has  any  provision  been 
made  in  either  the  President's  budget  or 
the  congressional  budget  for  this  In- 
creased amount  of  $1.5  billion  that  is  be- 
ing sought  by  this  legislation. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  No.  It  is  not  pro- 
vided for  in  the  congressional  budget. 
The  Budget  Committee  chairman  in- 
forms us  it  was  not  considered  by  them. 
It  has  not  been  reviewed,  and  there  has 
been  no  review  of  it  any  place  in  Con- 
gress, and  it  was  not  in  the  President's 
budget. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Has  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  requested  this  ad- 
ditional funding? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  No.  The  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  informs  us 
they  are  totally  mystified  by  this  amend- 
ment and  add-on  deficit  of  $1.5  billion. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  join  in  the  remarks  of  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot)  and  urge  that  this  amend- 
ment be  defeated  until  we  have  adequate 
evidence  of  why  the  Postal  Service  needs 
these  additional  amounts  and  until  such 
time  as  the  Postal  Service  can  justify 
its  request. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  thank  my  col- 
league. 


I  also  urge  my  colleagues  not  to  negate 
the  vote  that  we  took  here  for  the  Alex- 
ander amendment.  The  procedure  called 

for  by  that  amendment  is  part  of  our 
normal  process  of  appropriations.  I  think 
it  was  an  appropriate  amendment,  and  I 
hope  that  we  make  it  stick. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  was  leafing  through  my  postal  file  this 
morning,  reading  letters  from  Montana 
and  Maine,  from  California  and  New 
York,  letters  from  all  across  the  coun- 
try, letters  from  40  States — one  central 
theme  was  common. 

All  were  sincere  Americans  pleading 
with  a  Representative  of  their  govern- 
ment to  reform  the  Postal  Service. 

They  all  seem  to  say  the  same  thing: 
Americans  are  tired  of  the  inefficiency, 
waste  and  favoritism  that  has  been  dem- 
onstrated over  the  past  5  years  by  the 
Postal  Service  at  their  expense. 

And,  that  the  U.S.  mail  has  become 
dominated  by  a  postal  establishment 
that  has  abandoned  the  principle  of  serv- 
ice to  the  people. 

I  have  heard  from  the  other  side  as 
well.  In  most  every  instance  people  who 
favor  the  status  quo  are  those  who  profit 
from  the  present  arrangement,  and  they 
are  not  the  people  who  were  intended 
to  be  served  by  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tional  Act  of  1970. 

My  amendment  puts  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice back  into  the  annual  authorization 
and  appropriations  process  required  of 
most  other  government  agencies.  Then 
it  must  report  on  the  full  range  of  its 
operations  annually  to  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees  and  justify  its 
needs. 

My  amendment  eliminates  the  auto- 
matic $920  million  annual  public  service 
subsidy. 

Postal  revenues  would  go  into  the 
General  Treasury. 

And,  this  process  returns  the  postal 
purse  strings  to  the  Congress  and  ac- 
countability to  the  people. 

To  continue  to  write  a  blank  check 
year  after  year  to  the  Postal  Service  by 
approving  additional  subsidies  without 
demanding  accountability  can  only  add 
fuel  to  the  fire  of  inefficiency. 

The  committee  says  that  my  amend- 
ment would  make  orderly  postal  budg- 
eting, ratemaking  and  collective  bargain- 
ing impossible. 

My  amendment  does  not  alter  the  au- 
thorization for  the  negotiation  and  con- 
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sumation  of  collective  bargaining  agree- 
ments. 

Postal  budgeting  would  be  enhanced 
by  my  amendment. 

In  1974  USPS  lost  almost  $500  million. 

In  1975  USPS  is  expected  to  lose  a 
billion  dollars. 

Any  agency  that  loses  $8  million  per 
day  can  certainly  use  some  help  in  its 
budgeting. 

The  ratemaking  process  should  be  more 
sound  if  my  approach  is  upheld.  Much 
of  the  revenues  now  come  from  fees  for 
postage  paid  by  patrons.  Congress  has 
historically  expected  much  of  the  Postal 
Service  cost  to  be  borne  by  its  users^  My 
amendment  does  not  alter  this  intent. 
Congress  has  demonstrated  repeatedly  its 
recognition  for  subsidies.  And,  I  believe 
the  people  would  accept  subsidies  so  long 
as  the  Postal  Service  is  accountable. 

Any  Government  agency  that  fails  to 
serve  the  people  is  not  worthy  of  the 
authority  given  by  the  people. 

What  is  wrong  with  the  Postal  Service, 
and  what  is  wrong  with  government  is 
that  in  far  too  many  instances  govern- 
ment is  attempting  to  become  the  master 
of  the  people  instead  of  the  servant  as  it 
is  intended  under  the  Constitution. 

U.S.    POSTAL    SERVICE    ON    THE    INSIDE    LOOKING 
OUT 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  following  contains 
excerpts  from  a  letter  which  I  recently 
received  from  a  long  time  employee  of 
the  Postal  Service.  I  believe  that  it  sum- 
marizes the  current  conditions  at  USPS 
as  well  as  any  material  I  have  read  on 
the  subject.  I  commend  it  for  your  con- 
sideration : 

Dear  Congressman:  I  am  concerned  by 
most  of  the  weaknesses  in  the  Postal  Service 
that  you  have  made  public  in  recent  years. 
I  am  going  to  itemize  in  a  very  informal 
way  some  of  my  firsthand  observations  based 
on  20  years  of  service  in  the  post  office : 

(1)  By  and  large  the  previous  postal  system 
was  more  efficient.  It  provided  a  better  over- 
all service. 

(2)  A  strong  system  of  state  offices  over- 
seeing the  operations  within  that  state  would 
have   better   fiscal   control   over   operations. 

3)  As  it  was  under  the  old  system,  a  rela- 
tively small  number  of  highly  motivated, 
well-trained  postal  inspectors  could  and  did 
provide  much  better  overall  surveillance  of 
all  areas  of  postal  operations  than  does  the 
present  monolithic  bureacuracy. 

4)  Under  the  present  system  all  of  the 
better  jobs  in  the  Service  seem  to  be  passed 
on  to  favorite  persons  from  the  private  sec- 
tor, the  retired  military  or  political  buddies 
that  are  already  in  the  district  and  regional 
offices. 

5)  The  politics  seem  to  be  much  worse  now 
than  before.  The  big  difference  is  that  local 
people  aren't  considered  for  promotions 
nearly  as  often  as  they  were  in  the  past. 

6)  The  employees  in  the  field  now  are 
very  much  neglected  when  promotions  are  be- 
ing made  in  high  paying  jobs.  This  creates  a 
bad  morale  problem. 


7)  At  this  office  incomng  mail  by  truck 
has  been  running  consistently  late  in  the 
last  few  months.  This  could  reflect  a  nation- 
wide trend. 

8)  The  new  system  created  nationwide  for 
forwarding  mail,  called  "central  markup,"  has 
the  effect  of  delaying  millions  of  pieces  of 
mail.  The  individual  carriers  used  to  forward 
all  mail  the  same  day  it  was  received  by  them, 
but  now  it  goes  to  the  central  markup  section 
where  it  may  not  be  addressed  for  forwarding 
for  several  days. 

9)  I  guess  the  number  one  concern  for  me 
is  that  in  overall  planning  higher  levels 
seem  to  neglect  small  offices  and  by  small  I 

mean  even  the  size  of .  Most  of  the 

emphasis  seems  to  be  in  the  planning  for 
the  operation  of  highly  mechanized  and  ex- 
pensive sectional  centers. 

10)  I  personally  feel  as  though  the  handling 
of  our  nation's  mail  should  be  primarily  a 
service  to  the  people.  I  do  not  see  how  or 
why  management  can  expect  the  postal  serv- 
ice to  break  even. 

11)  I  have  noticed  a  strong  tendency  in 
the  past  few  years  for  the  service  to  make 
and  revise  regulations  that  favor  big  business. 
I  suspect  that  this  has  had  a  lot  to  do  with 
the  ever-increasing  budgets  of  late.  It's  Just 
another  way  to  subsidize  concerns  that  should 
be  paying  their  share  and  are  not. 

Congressman,  please  keep  the  source  of  this 
letter  confidential.  You  probably  have  al- 
ready heard  these  same  comments  dozens  of 
times  but  I  had  to  share  my  views  with  you. 
I  may  lose  my  Job  if  the  source  of  this  in-, 
formation  is  made  public. 
Yours  very  truly, 

(Name  withheld  by  request) . 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  du  PONT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment.  Nobody  can 
possibly  feel  more  frustrated  than  I  do 
at  times  when  dealing  with  the  man- 
agement of  the  Postal  Service.  Ever  since 
my  first  term  in  Congress,  I  have  spent 
time  pursuing  and  trying  to  correct  de- 
ficiencies in  the  postal  service  of  Dela- 
ware. Most  of  these  deficiencies  in  serv- 
ice are  directly  attributable  to  bad  de- 
cisions on  the  part  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice's upper  management  policymakers. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  survey 
done  2  years  ago  found  many  operating 
inefficiencies,  the  most  glaring  of  which 
was  the  dragging  of  all  the  mail  in  Dela- 
ware to  a  central  point  for  redistribution 
back  to  points  all  over  the  State.  I  toured 
some  of  the  buildings  in  which  the  Postal 
Service  was  conducting  its  operations 
and  found  working  conditions  that  were 
unbelievable.  It  was  only  after  I  brought 
these  conditions  to  the  postal  managers 
attention  that  the  conditions  were  cor- 
rected. These  are  a  sad  commentary  on 
the  way  the  Postal  Service  has  accepted 
Its  responsibilities  to  the  public  and  its 
employees. 
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Not  only  has  the  Postal  Service  under- 
taken measures  which  undermined  their 
service  to  the  public,  they  have  also  pur- 
sued actions  detrimental  to  the  postal 
employees. 

Because  of  these  problems,  we  must 
continue  our  vigilant  monitoring  of  this 
vital  service.  However,  it  is  my  opinion 
that  we  should  keep  the  specific  over- 
sight responsibilities  as  they  presently 
are.  To  return  the  Postal  Service  to  a 
political  status  under  the  protective 
wing  of  the  Congress  would  be  a  serious 
mistake. 

The  medicine  prescribed  by  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  of  a  few  weeks  ago, 
which  this  amendment  attempts  to  coun- 
teract, was  simply  too  large  a  dose  and 
may  kill  the  patient.  Our  responsibilities 
to  our  constituents,  and  especially  to 
Postal  employees,  require  that  we  not 
take  that  chance,  and  I  urge  you,  there- 
fore, to  support  Chairman  Hanley's 
amendment. 

The  only  thing  that  I  can  see  that 
would  be  worse  than  the  present  situa- 
tion is  to  overturn  completely  the  intent 
of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  and 
bring  the  service  back  under  the  wing 
of  Congress. 

Do  we  really  want  to  get  back  into  the 
position  of  running  the  Postal  Service 
from  the  legislative  halls  of  Washing- 
ton? Do  we  want  to  find  ourselves  again 
embroiled  in  appointing  postal  employ- 
ees? Or  deciding  where  and  when  to  open 
post  offices?  Or  to  enter  the  collective 
bargaining  process  to  determine  how 
postal  employees  wages  shall  be  set?  I  do 
not  believe  we  should  do  any  of  these, 
things — I  believe  we  should  support  the 
chairman's  amendment  and  try  to  keep 
the  Postal  Service  free  of  politics  and 
political  control. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

(Mr.  ASHBROOK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
1970  I  voted  against  the  so-called  post- 
al Reform  Act.  This  established  the  cur- 
rent semipublic,  semiprivate  U.S,  Postal 
Service. 

Although  the  act  sounded  good  on  the 
surfaee,  I  was  of  the  opinion  that  it 
created  more  problems  than  it  solved. 
In  particular,  I  thought  it  was  a  mistake 
to  completely  remove  congressional  ju- 
risdiction from  rates  or  management  of 
the  post  office. 

The  Congress,  after  all,  represents  all 
the  people.  The  Board  of  Governors  and 
the  Rate  Commission  established  by  the 
1970  law  has  no  direct  responsibility  to 
the  people  or  to  their  elected  represent- 
atives. 


Unfortunately  developments  since  that 
time  have  confirmed  my  original  view. 
The  so-called  postal  reform  seems  to 
have  meant  only  higher  rates  and  poorer 
service. 

That  is  why  I  voted  for  the  Alexander 
amendment  when  it  was  offered  on  Sep- 
tember 29.  This  amendment  would  help 
restore  accountability  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  the  people  by  requiring  the  Service 
to  come  before  the  Congress  each  year 
for  authorization  and  appropriation  of 
its  budget. 

During  this  process  the  Congress  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  examine  the  pol- 
icies of  the  Postal  Service.  No  longer 
would  it  be  insulated  from  congressional 
oversight.  Because  of  the  congressional 
examination  and  input.  I  think  that  the 
managers  of  the  Postal  Service  would 
be  more  responsive  to  the  feelings  and 
needs  of  the  American  people.  I  would 
go  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  Postal  Service 
is  now  arrogant  and  indifferent  to  the 
taxpayers. 

The  1970  Postal  Reform  Act  has  failed 
to  achieve  its  objectives.  It  is  time  that 
the  Congress  admitted  this  and  corrected 
its  error.  The  Alexander  amendment  Is 
an  important  step  in  that  direction.  I 
oppose  efforts  to  repeal  or  water  down 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding. 

The  Hanley  amendment  does  not  ad- 
dress itself  in  any  way  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  postmasters  by  the  Congress  and 
the  gentleman  knows  that. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Indeed,  I  do. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  It  is  an  add-on  def- 
icit of  $1.5  billion  to  the  deficit  for  which 
we  have  already  provided. 

On  the  point  that  it  will  improve  the 
kind  of  service  to  which  the  gentleman 
directs  himself  in  terms  of  the  center 
down  the  road  that  now  sorts  the  local 
mail,  many  of  the  Post  Offices  have  put 
in  a  local  box  to  achieve  improvements 
in  services,  as  the  gentleman  well  knows. 
In  many  cases  that  has  been  addressed 
and  properly  so;  but  thfe  amendment 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  two  major 
points  the  gentleman  made  in  improv- 
ing that  kind  of  situation,  so  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  knows  that. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Yes;  this  gentleman 
does  know  that,  but  if  the  gentleman 
from  California  thinks  by  putting  the 
annual  appropriations  process  back  to 
the  Congress,  as  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment does,  that  it  is  not  going  to  lead 
the  Congress  into  all  those  areas,  the 
gentleman  is  sadly  mistaken. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  think  it  leads  to 
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an  area  we  approve.  It  is  called  the 
purse  strings. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  think  it  will  lead  to 
management  areas  where  we  do  not  be- 
long. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Does  the  gentle- 
man have  an  amendment  he  is  going  to 
offer? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Not  on  this  subject,  no. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman's  statement  is  best  charac- 
terized by  a  Member  who  was  around 
here  again  that  said: 

Alexander,  we  got  rid  of  that  thing  five 
years  ago.  What  in  the  hell  do  you  want  It 
back  for? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  question  of  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Rousselot)  about 
quality  service,  again  the  language  in  the 
Mineta  amendment  is  contained  in  this 
section  which  mandates  no  decrease  in 
the  nature  and  type  of  service  that  has 
been  traditional  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  Mineta  amend- 
ment is  in  the  regular  bill  before  us,  so 
we  do  not  need  this  amendment  to  han- 
dle that. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  But  it  is  in  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  num- 
ber of  words. 

(Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  did  not  want  to  pass  up  the  op- 
portunity to  certify  for  the  record  that 
I  will  take  a  kick,  along  with  everybody 
else,  at  the  Postal  Service  every  time  you 
will  give  me  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 
I  have  discovered  sitting  here  on  the 
floor  during  debate  when  this  legislation 
was  up  in  September  and  again  today 
that  what  really  is  the  problem  is  that 
we  should  give  everybody  a  chance  to 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  and  for  some  part  in 
each  year  so  they  could  bring  the  postal 
officials  before  the  committee,  as  we  do, 
and  get  rid  of  some  of  their  frustrations. 

We  get  more  frustrated,  perhaps,  than 
any  other  collective  group  in  the  House, 
because  we  have  to  deal  with  these  prob- 


lems constantly-  and  we  have  to  listen  to 
all  our  colleagues  complain  that  we  have 
done  nothing  to  relieve  them  from  the 
terrible  frustrations  they  feel. 

This  bill  is  here  today  because  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
has  been  working  for  2  years  to  find  a 
way  to  get  a  handle  on  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service.  Members  do  not  believe  that 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  standing  out 
there  asking  them  to  vote  for  the  Hanley 
amendment  or  for  the  Hanley  bill.  They 
have  tried  in  every  conceivable  way  to 
scuttle  this  bill.  It  absolutely  fascinates 
me  to  hear  my  colleagues  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  who  were  the  strong  proponents, 
some  of  them — I  have  to  leave  out  the 
name  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Rousselot)  because  he  was  not  one 
of  the  strong  proponents  of  this  pro- 
gram— but  on  the  bidding  of  the  ad- 
ministration, the  Nixon  administration, 
the  ranking  Members  on  that  side  of  the 
aisle,  except  for  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa,  Mr.  Gross,  who  is  no  longer  here 
to  give  us  his  wisdom,  marched  in  lock- 
step  to  pass  the  Postal  Corporation 
legislation. 

We  have  been  trying  ever  since  to  get 
a  handle  on  it.  Now,  we  suddenly  find 
them  coming  in  here  and  saying  that 
what  they  really  wanted  was  to  keep  the 
Postal  Service  the  way  it  always  was. 
That  is  not  what  is  before  us.  If  we  do 
not  adopt  the  Hanley  amendment  that 
is  presented  here  today,  we  leave  the 
Alexander  amendment  in  place,  and  we 
probably  scuttle  this  bill  because  there  is 
no  reasonable  way  that  the  Congress  is 
going  to  end  up  passing  a  bill  that  is 
going  to  have  to  deal  with  a  $13  V2  bil- 
lion appropriation  next  year  instead  of 
what  we  are  dealing  with  now. 

If  we  do  not  have  this  bill  enacted 
into  law  and  leave  the  Postal  Service 
where  it  is,  not  with  the  Alexander 
amendment,  not  with  the  law  the  way  it 
was  before  1970,  but  the  way  it  is  today, 
the  way  it  is  today  keeps  us  completely 
out  of  the  decisionmaking  process.  The 
gentleman  from  California  keeps  hark- 
ing back  to  the  $1.5  billion.  I  submit 
that  he  is  going  to  have  a  chance  in  a 
little  while  to  reduce  that  deficit  because 
$G00  million  of  that  $1.5  billion  is  based 
on  what  it  will  cost  for  us  to  put  a  limit 
on  the  first  class  postage  stamp  of  12 
cents.  If  the  Members  want  to  vote,  in 
effect,  for  a  13-cent  postage  stamp  and 
provide  that  $600  million  from  the  Gen- 
eral Treasury,  that  is  what  they  are  going 
to  have  a  chance  to  do  when  that  amend- 
ment comes  to  the  floor.  Then,  we  will 
not  be  talking  about  a  $1.5  billion  deficit; 
we  will  be  talking  about  a  $900  million 
deficit. 

The  gentleman  says,  "What  evidence 
is  there  that  they  need  it?"  That  is 
literally   how  much  they   are   short  in 
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their  bank  account  now.  The  real  figure 
we  are  talking  about  is  probably,  as 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  says,  something  in  excess  of  $2 
to  $2 1-2  billion. 

They  are  naturally  reluctant  to  pro- 
ject this  kind  of  continued  failure  over 
there,  especially  while  the  gentleman" 
from  New  York  is  trying  to  get  the 
"Hanley  handle"  on  the  Postal  Service 
with  this  bill  here  in  Congress.  Do  the 
Members  think  that  they  are  going  to 
admit  the  things  we  have  been  accusing 
them  of?  Is  there  any  Member  here  sup- 
porting this  bill  who  defends  the  Postal 
Service  as  an  efficient  corporation?  Is 
there  any  Member  here  who  defends 
going  out  and  getting  anybody  who  was 
not  nailed  down  in  American  Can  Co., 
and  bringing  them  in  to  ruin  what  was 
already  a  troubled  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  by  taking  it  literally  to'  the 
brink  of  disaster?  If  it  was  a  private 
corporation,  it  would  be  facing  bank- 
ruptcy. There  is  not  any  question  that 
year  after  year  we  are  asked  to  bail  them 
out  because  they  cannot  handle  the  job 
we  have  turned  over  to  them. 

But,  we  do  not  improve  the  system  over 
there  by  hitting  them  with  a  sledge  ham- 
mer and  saying  that  because  they  are 
not  doing  a  good  job,  we  are  going  to 
cripple  them  even  further  and  it  will  be 
even  more  difficult  for  them  to  do  the 
job.  Then,  we  sit  back  and  claim  to  have 
taken  a  responsible  stand.  We  do  not 
get  anything  for  nothing. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  the  statement  he  is 
making.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  would 
agree  with  me  that  just  having  the  13- 
cent  stamp  go  into  effect  on  December  28 
is  not  all  that  is  involved  here.  Unless 
the  Hanley  bill,  the  Hanley  amendment, 
is  adopted,  we  can  be  sure  that  we  are 
going  to  be  faced  with  a  15-  or  16-cent 
stamp  next  July  or  August.  I  do  not 
have  to  tell  the  Members  that  next  year 
is  the  time  of  year  when  most  of  us  are 
considering  seeking  reelection,  but  that 
is  the  fact.  If  we  want  to  keep  these 
postal  rates  down  and  buy  a  little  time, 
we  have  got  to  give  them  the  money 
to  do  the  job. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Derwinski  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Ford  of  Michi- 
gan was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 


Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  gentleman 
made  one  statement  that  I  am  sure  he 
would  like  to  clarify.  The  gentleman 
talked  about  the  opposition  of  the 
Postal  Service  to  the  bill  and  the  Hanley 
amendment.  Is  the  gentleman  not  aware 
that  the  chief  lobbyist  for  the  Postal 
Service  has  spent  the  last  3  V2  weeks  try- 
ing to  reverse  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment and  in  fact  sat  in  on  the  drafting 
sessions  and  strategy  sessions  for  this 
new  Hanley  amendment?  Is  the  gentle- 
man aware  of  that? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  No.  Apparent- 
ly the  gentleman  is  on  more  intimate 
terms  with  the  lobbyists  for  the  Postal 
Service  than  I  am. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,- 1  got  this  from  the 
people  who  also  sat  in  on  the  same 
strategy  conference. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  might  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  apparently  he  was 
privy  to  other  strategy  conferences  to 
which  I  have  not  been  invited.  I  am  sorry 
I  cannot  respond. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  am  sorry  the  gentle- 
man was  ignored. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

As  the  gentleman  said,  the  gentleman 
is  far  more  privy  to  what  the  USPS  is  do- 
ing than  we  are.  To  answer  the  gentle- 
man's question,  no  representative  of  that 
agency  has  been  with  me  on  this  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  did  not  Mr.  Halliday  sit  in  on 
meetings  with  the  Postal  Union  leaders 
and  mailers,  together  with  the  gentle- 
man's staff,  to  put  togther  this  Hanley 
amendment? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Who  is  he? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  A  lobbyist  for  the 
Postal  Service. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  What  was  the 
name  again? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Norman  Halliday. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not  hear  a  denial. 

Mr.  COLLINS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  enter  into  this 
discussion  of  the  Hanley  amendment,  we 
are  really  discussing  the  whole  principle 
of  the  Post  Office  and  the  way  it  is  run. 
I  was  one  that  favored  the  new  present 
system.  I  thought  we  had  really  taken  a 
step  forward  when  we  adopted  this  sys- 
tem of  making  the  Post  Office  what  we 
thought  was  an  autonomous  operation. 
Instead,  what  we  have  done  is,  we  have 
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developed  a  monster  that  absolutely  is 
the  worst  of  both  worlds.  It  costs  more 
and  is  more  inefficient  than  it  ever  was 
in  its  history.  I  thought  maybe  my  ex- 
perience was  the  only  one  that  was  un- 
favorable. When  we  recently  had  a  week 
to  go  back  to  our  Districts,  I  went  down 
and  I  saw  how  long  it  took  to  get  the  mail 
down  there.  I  know  the  time  the  mail 
bags  were  put  on  the  truck  from  our 
Washington  office  to  go  out  to  the  air- 
port, and  when  my  letter  carrier  brought 
it  to  my  home  in  Texas  he  said  he  picked 
up  the  letters  that  morning.  And  it  took 
6  days  from  the  time  it  was  placed  on 
the  airport-bound  truck  until  the  letter 
carrier  received  it  to  deliver  to  my  home. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  talking  to  a  Con- 
gressman from  Tennessee,  and  he  said  it 
took  a  week  to  get  mail  across  the  city 
of  Washington.  So  maybe  6  days  is  par 
anywhere. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  experience  shows 
that  the  letter  carriers  themselves  have 
a  very,  very  efficient  operation.  Once  the 
letter  earner  gets  the  mail.,  he  delivers  it. 
But  what  I  want  to  know  is,  what  do  they 
do  in  the  meantime?  And  the  only  way 
we  are  going  to  find  out  is  to  have  the 
Post  Office  Department  responsible  year 
in  and  year  out  and  accountable  for  the 
way  they  operate.  It  is  not  a  matter  of 
money  with  the  Post  Office,  because  what 
they  are  talking  about  for  next  year  is 
raising  the  stamp  rates  30  percent  for 
first-class  mail. 

Do  the  Members  know  of  any  business 
in  the  country  that  is  raising  their  rates 
30  percent  and  also  it  is  anticipating  a 
deficit?  The  Post  Office  Department  said 
they  are  going  to  raise  rates  30  percent 
and  they  are  going  to  lose  more  money 
next  year  than  they  did  this  year.  I  saw 
a  report  that  the  pay  scale  in  the  Post 
Office  is  9  percent  higher  than  the  pay 
for  an  equivalent  manufacturing  indus- 
try. I  want  to  repeat  that.  If  the  pay  in 
the  Post  Office  is  9  percent  higher  than  it 
is  in  similar  manufacturing  industries, 
what  is  wrong,  and  why  do  they  run  such 
an  inefficient  operation? 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  give  them  an  ad- 
ditional $iy2  billion,  we  are  perpetuating 
a  system  that  does  not  work.  What  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Alexander)  is  saying  is  the  most 
logical  approach  we  have  taken  on  this 
floor  in  many  a  day.  He  said  we  have  a 
responsibility.  And  the  way  to  get  to  the 
proposition  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas is  to  turn  down  the  amendment 
we  have  before  us  right  now. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  lis- 
tening to  this  debate  I  wonder  if  I  spent 
the  last  14  years  sitting  in  the  same  Pos- 
tal Committee  as  some  of  my  colleagues. 
Their  explanations  of  what  has  gone 
wrong  with  the  Postal  Service  and  what 
is  in  this  amendment  are  not  as  I  see  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  lay  it  on  the 
line.  The  difference  between  the  original 
bill  that  was  brought  to  the  floor  by  the 
committee  and  this  new  Hanley  amend- 
ment, which  is  offered  in  an  attempt  to 
recoup  the  ground  lost  a  month  ago  when 
this  bill  came  to  the  floor,  is  that  the 
new  Hanley  amendment  ha*  an  addi- 
tional $1,500,000,000  subsidy  for  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service.  That  is  not  in  the  Presi- 
dent's budget,  and  that  is  not  in  the 
budget  prepared  by  the  congressional 
committee;  that  is  not  even  covered  by 
an  official  request  by  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  to  either  the  Congress  or  the 
executive  branch  of  Government. 

Second,  in  an  effort  to  fuzz  up  this 
whole  question,  the  new  Hanley  amend- 
ment makes  a  gesture  toward  annual 
congressional  authorization,  and  then  it 
presumably  releases  the  funds  automat- 
ically through  the  appropriation  process. 
So  what  it  really  is,  is  the  worst  of  both 
worlds. 

It  attempts  to  strip  from  the  Commit- 
tee on  Appropriations  the  new  teeth  that 
the  Alexander  amendment  gave  it,  and 
then  it  imposes  a  meaningless  authoriza- 
tion procedure  within  our  committee. 
Then  to  compound  the  thing,  it  makes  an 
unrealistic  gesture  to  the  question  of  a 
12-cent  stamp  by  presumably  covering 
part  of  this  new  request  for  the  needed 
funds  to  cover  a  12-cent,  first-class 
stamp  as  opposed  to  a  13 -cent,  first-class 
stamp. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  so  happens  that  I 
have  a  long  memory,  coming  from  a 
State  neighboring  the  State  of  Missouri. 
My  memory  tells  me  that  in  our  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  back 
in  July  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  and  my  dear  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Ford), 
voted  against  an  amendment  that  would 
set  the  new  rate  at  12  cents. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Not  at  this  time,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

They  were  insisting  at  the  time  by 
their  vote  that  the  rate  go  to  13  cents 
for  first  class  as  the  Postal  Service,  would 
request.  That  was  just  3  months  ago,  and 
now  suddenly  they  come  up  with  a  $600 
million  bonus  for  the  Postal  Service  and 
they  switch  positions  completely  on  the 
matter  of  first-class  rates. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman  in  just  a  moment. 
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Mr."  Chairman,  I  do  not  worship  at  the 
altar   of   consistency,   but  I  wonder  at  [ 
such  a  total  flip-flop  in  3  months. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  . 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  refresh  I 
the  gentleman's  memory  with  regard  to 
what  happened  back  in  committee,  the 
gentleman's  amendment  at  that  time 
proposed  a  20-percent  increase  on  top 
of  what  the  Postmaster  General  was 
going  for  himself. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Just  a  minute,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  And  at  the  same  time 
the  gentleman  would  ask  the  Congress 
to  maintain  an  increase  that  would 
treble  the  amount. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
not  yield  any  further. 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  that  we  should  lay 
the  facts  on  the  line  as  to  the  commit- 
tee situation. 

At  the  time  we  proposed  an  amend- 
ment which  would  have  provided  the  20- 
percent  ceiling  we  were  voted  against  a 
13 -cent  stamp. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Not  at  this  time, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

And  the  gentleman  was  there  in  an 
earlier  effort,  when  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  I  tried  to  convince  him 
to  do  just  that  and  nothing  else  so  that 
the  Postal  Service  could  get  a  12-cent 
stamp  in  August  or  September  and  not 
have  to  ask  for  a  13-cent  stamp. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chair-man,  I 
will  yield  after  I  have  finished  my  state- 
ment. 

It  is  not  accurate  for  the  gentleman 
to  insist  on  the  floor  of  the  House  that 
the  amendment  was  intended  to  add  on 
to  the  request  of  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral. If  the  gentleman  said  that,  he 
might  apologize  to  his  chairman,  because 
he  (Mr.  Henderson)  was  the  original 
sponsor  of  that  proposal. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen-' 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  had  the 
overture  that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwinski)  made  back  then  been 
accepted,  and  the  bill  passed,  the  U.S. 
mail  patron  would  be  paying  12  cents 
today.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Derwinski)  would  have  given  the  Post- 
master General  a  20 -percent  increase 
mandated  by  Congress  in  addition  to 
that. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  not  yield  further. 


The  gentleman  needs  an  accounting 
machine.  The  gentleman  does  not  even 
keep  in  his  mind  the  elementary  statis- 
tics. Let  me  tell  the  Members  what  the 
differences  are  and  what  the  original 
proposal  was. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski) 
has  expired: 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Derwin- 
ski was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  the  original  pro- 
posal had  gone  into  effect,  the  Postal 
Service  would  have  their  12-cent  first- 
class  stamp,  and  now  they  would  not 
need  the  $600  million  draw  on  the  Treas- 
ury. Then  they  could  get  by  for  the  next 
year  and  a  half  without  going  to  13  cents, 
but  because  of  the  effort  to  expedite  this 
matter  failed,  we  are  in  this  contradic- 
tory position.  c 

I  must  oppose  the  amendment,  which 
is  a  $1.5  billion  add  on  to  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

It  is  not  in  the  figures  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget.  It  is  not  in  the  Presi- 
dent's figures.  It  is  not  even  in  an  official 
request  of  the  Postal  Service. 

I  have  listened  to  all  of  these  speeches 
coming  from  all  sides,  saying  that  the 
Postal  Service  has  never  been  bad.  At 
that  point  I  ask,  why  vote  for  the  amend- 
ment that  gives  them  $1.5  billion  that 
they  have  not  even  asked  for. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  COHEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier  to- 
day the  chairman  of  the  committee  in- 
dicated that  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  had  reversed  his 
position  which  the  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  originally  had  ex- 
pressed, which  was  disapproval,  and  had 
voted  for  the  Alexander  amendment 
based  upon  budgetary  considerations,  but 
since  that  time  has  found  that  he  was 
either  misinformed  or  ill  informed  and 
was  prepared  to  change  his  position  be- 
cause the  Alexander  amendment  would 
actually  cost  more  money  than  the  chair- 
man's amendment  would  as  a  substitute. 
I  just  noticed  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  walk  into  the  Cham- 
ber, and  I  wonder  whether  he  could  an- 
swer that  question. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  Yes,  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 
(Mr.  ADAMS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission    to     revise     and     extend     his 
remarks.) 
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Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
state  to  the  gentleman  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Cohen)  that  I  have  discussed  this  mat- 
ter with  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  and  with  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  ,  and  here 
is  the  position  in  which  we  find  ourselves 
insofar  as  the  budget  is  concerned:  We 
were  informed  when  the  Alexander 
amendment  was  offered  that  it  would 
take  out  the  $1.7  billion  additional  sub- 
sidy. What  we  find  that  the  Alexander 
amendment  actually  does  is  to  run  all  of 
the  postal  revenue  into  the  Treasury.  All 
the  revenues  go  in;  all  the  expenditures 
go  out  of  the  Treasury. 

The  sum  of  that  would  have  this  effect: 
This  year  their  revenues  are  estimated 
at  about  $11  billion  and  the  expendi- 
tures at  $14.5  billion.  Therefore,  we  would 
have  about  a  $3.8  billion  increase  in  the 
deficit  if  the  Alexander  amendment  stays 
in  its  present  form.  Consequently,  I  do 
not  like  the  Alexander  amendment,  and 
I  have  not  been  trying  to  press  it. 

I  was  trying  to  get  the  $1.7  billion  de- 
ficit out  of  the  bill  that  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  had  in 
his  original  amendment. 

I  indicated  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  was  that  it  is  correct 
that  his  amendment  will  add  an  addi- 
tional $1.5  billion  deficit  to  the  present 
budget.  Therefore,  the  question  that  the 
House  now  has  before  it  is,  Do  we  want 
a  $3  billion  deficit  or  a  $1.5  billion  deficit 
add-on? 

Maybe  we  should  send  the  whole  thing 
back  and  let  the  committee  come  for- 
ward and  tell  us  what  the  other  alterna- 
tives may  be. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio. 

(Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  am  a  little  con- 
fused. If  the  income  is  going  to  be  $11 
billion  and  their  expenditure  is  going  to 
be  $14  billion,  I  do  not  see,  however,  any- 
one juggles  those  figures  with  the  Hanley 
amendment  or  the  Alexander  amendment 
or  anything  else  that  is  going  to  come  up 
on  the  floor,  they  are  still  going  to  spend 
$14  billion,  right? 

Mr.  ADAMS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  think  that  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Hays)  is  correct. 

What  we  did  is  that  we  set  the  Post 
Office  aside  as  an  independent,  private 
corporation  which  is  now  not  in  the 
Federal  budget,  except  for  the  payments 
which  this  committee  authorizes  to  sub- 
sidize certain  operations. 

I  think  the  matter  had  better  stay  over 
there  because  they  can  borrow  at  this 
point  within  their  own  corporation,  and 


then  I  am  hopeful  that  this  committee 
or  this  House  will  say  that  if  the  Post 
Office  is  losing  $3  billion  a  year  and  we 
had  better  change  the  operation  there. 

The  gentleman  is  absolutely  correct  in  • 
saying  at  some  point  if  this  operation 
is  not  corrected,  the  $3  billion  is  going 
to  come  into  the  Federal  deficit. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  would  just  say  that 
as  far  as  I  can  see,  if  they  are  going  to 
take  in  $11  billion  and  spend  $14  billion, 
there  is  $3  billion  coming  out  of  the 
Treasury  anyway  anyone  figures  it.  It 
does  not  make  any  difference. 

All  I  think  the  Alexander  amendment 
did  the  other  day  was  to  point  the  figure 
at  them  and  say,  "The  Congress  has  lost 
confidence  in  you,  and  you  had  better 
shape  up." 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  still  do 
not  have  any  confidence  in  them,  and 
they  still  had  better  shape  up. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
there  is  one  more  important  point  that 
may  clarify  the  situation.  Under  the  act 
of  1970  we  provided  the  institution  with 
the  capability  to  go  on  the  bonding  mar- 
ket and  borrow  money.  It  has  borrowed, 
under  that  authority,  $500  million — $500 
million  for  fiscal  years  1974  and  1975 — 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Alexander 
amendment  it  will  not  be  necessary  for 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  to  exercise  that 
borrowing  authority  because  the  money 
will  come  directly  out  of  the  U.S. 
Treasury. 

I  think  that  is  a  rather  important  point. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  feel  that  what 
the  debate  has  revealed  here  is  that  the 
bill  should  go  back  into  the  committee. 
The  committee  should  decide  what  it 
wants  to  do  overall  with  the  Post  Office. 
Because,  right  now,  under  the  present 
bill  we  are  either  going  to  pay  $3  billion 
out  of  the  Treasury  more  than  we  budg- 
eted in,  and  we  budgeted  in,  as  I  remem- 
ber, I  think  it  was  $1.7  billion  that  we 
have  in  there  already. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  So  what  I  am  saying  is 
that  the  budget  resolution  is  going  to 
come  up  and  I  hope  some  of  the  Members 
are  going  to  vote  for  it.  If  we  pass  it,  and 
if  this  bill  becomes  law  before  that,  our 
present  indication  is  that  we  are  about 
$71.4  billion  in  deficit  and  we  will  go  up 
$1.4  or  $1.5  billion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Hanley,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cohen  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.   ADAMS.    If   the   gentleman   will 
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yield  further,  it  just  means  that  when 
this  bill  becomes  law,  if  it  becomes  law, 
we  have  this  added  on  top  of  the  Gov- 
ernment borrowing  because  there  is  no 
other  place  to  get  it. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding, 
and  I  hope  that  I  have  answered  the 
question. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  would  yield,  I  would  like 
to  ask  a  question  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington.  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  assume,  when  the  gentle- 
man says  we  would  have  a  $4  billion  def- 
icit, if  my  amendment  were  passed,  that 
the  Congress  would  appropriate  .  that 
deficit? 

Mr.   ADAMS.   If   the   gentleman  will 

yield  so  that  I  can  respond,  I  think,  and 

I  do  not  pretend  to  be  an  expert  on  the 

gentleman's  amendment,  because,  as  I 

said,    I   had   a   little   problem   with    it 

when  it  was  on  the  floor  before.  Our 

indications  are  there  are  $14.5  billion 

worth  of  expenditures  out  of  the  Post 

Office  and  the  indication  is  the  revenues 

will    be    $11    billion.    Therefore    simple 

arithmetic  shows  there  is  a  $3.5  billion 

deficit. 

My  conversations  with  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  is  that  once  we  have 
authorized  this  kind  of  a  postal  deficit, 
then  the  debt  has  been  incurred  and 
they  almost  have  to  automatically  ap- 
propriate it. 

So  the  answer  is  "Yes." 
Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  advise  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington that  I  am  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Appropriations  and  I  am  not 
willing  to  authorize  it. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  But  the  gentleman  is  not 
willing  to  appropriate  it? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Let  me  say  this  that 
I  don't  think  that  we  can  presume  that 
the  Congress  could  automatically  appro- 
priate every  dollar  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  throwing  down  the  drain. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  All  I  am  saying  is  that  as 
I  understand  this  amendment,  that 
the  revenues  go  in  and  the  expenditures 
go  out. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  No,  no,  that  is  not 
so.  My  amendment  only  makes  the 
Postal  Service  obligated  to  come  to  the 
Congress  for  an  authorization  and  an 
appropriation.  It  makes  all  of  those  ex- 
penditures go  through  the  Treasury  but 
it  does  not  alter  the  legal  authority  of 
the  Postal  Service  under  the  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1970,  which  grants  to  them 
the  right  to  go  out  and  make  contracts, 
to  issue  bonds,  to  incur  obligations,  to 
make  debts,  whatever  it  wishes  to  do. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  All  I  can  state  to  the  gen- 
tleman is  that  we  will  go  back  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  they 
will  give  us  the  figures.  Right  now  they 


have  indicated  that  whatnthe  ainerehce 
between  the  two  is,  we  will  add  it  into  the 
budget  because,  at  this  point,  we  are  in 
a  mechanical  process  with  the  budget,  it 
is  simply  adding  up  what  we  have  au- 
thorized and  appropriated  as  opposed  to 
the  revenues,  and  the  difference  between 
the  two  is  the  deficit. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

With  regard  to  the  suggestion  that  we 
go  back  to  committee,  I  want  to  remind 
the  Members  that  this  committee  spent 
19  months  to  conduct  very  extensive 
hearings  on  these  amendments.  The 
measure  moved  out  of  subcommittee 
with  but  one  dissenting  vote.  So  I  am 
saying  this  has  been  a  very  deliberate  ac- 
tion on  the  part  of  this  committee.  It 
did  not  take  anything  lightly.  It  reviewed 
everything  and  came  up  with  what  a 
good  majority  of  that  committee  felt 
was  a  prudent  answer  to  some  of  the 
shortcommings  within  the  system. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Adams,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cohen  was  al- 
lowed to  proceed-  to  1  additional  min- 
ute.) 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  would  state  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee  that  as  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee  I  am  certainly  not 
trying  in  any  way  to  tell  that  committee 
how  the  Post  Office  should  be  run  which 
is  beyond  the  ken  of  most  of  us.  All  I  am 
saying  is  this,  that  if  we  pass  either  of 
these  provisions,  then  please  vote  for  the 
additional  $1.5  billion  on  the  deficit  be- 
cause there  is  not  any  other  place  that 
we  have  it.  It  will  simply  increase  the 
debt.  That  is  all  my  job  is  here  today. 
If  there  is  a  better  way  or  anyone  has 
another  suggestion,  that  is  up  to  the 
Members  with  expertise  on  this  commit- 
tee. I  am  trying  to  do  my  job  of  point- 
ing out  the  overall  fiscal  problem. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Just  to  answer  one  ques- 
tion, the  gentleman  from  Ohio  pointed 
out  that  no  matter  how  it  totaled  up, 
there  is  still  a  $3  billion  deficit.  In  other 
words,  the  Alexander  amendment  Is  not 
going  to  contribute  to  any  higher  deficit 
than  the  Hanley  amendment. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  am  not  suggesting  that  a  same 
point  we  may  not  have  to  have  to  run 
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the  Postal  Corporation  through  the 
wringer  the  same  way  we  have  some 
other  entities  in  the  United  States,  be- 
cause they  have  their  own  debt,  their  own 
revenues,  and  their  own  expenditures 
and  operate  at  this  point  separately  from 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States.  If  we 
want  to  put  it  back  into  the  Treasury, 
that  is  the  decision  and  the  will  of  the 
House,  but  then  the  Treasury  is  obli- 
gated. Right  now  the  Postal  Service  Cor- 
poration is  subject  to  the  strictures  that 
apply  to  any  business  that  operates  be- 
yond its  means,  it  can  be  declared  bank- 
rupt. 

Does  that  answer  the  gentleman's 
question? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

(Mr.  ADAMS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  H.R. 
8603  was  under  consideration  last  month, 
I  pointed  out  to  Members  that  the  recom- 
mendations made  to  the  House  in  con- 
nection with  the  first  budget  resolution 
last  spring  and  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  as  adopted  by  Congress 
contemplated  a  small  increase — $200 
million — over  the  President's  budget  re- 
quest of  $1.49  billion  for  the  postal  serv- 
ice. This  was  believed  to  be  the  amount 
needed  to  preserve  the  will  of  Congress 
in  approaching  the  goal  of  self-sufficiency 
for  the  Postal  Service. 

The  budget  resolution  fully  contem- 
plated that  this  goal  of  self-sufficiency 
was  the  continuing  policy  of  the  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  total  of  $1.69  billion 
assumed  within  the  first  budget  resolu- 
tion now  appeai-s  to  have  been  a  reason- 
ably accurate  estimate  of  the  amounts 
needed  to  continue  on  the  present  policy 
of  achieving  self-sufficiency.  The  most 
recent  report  to  Congress  by  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  anticipates  that 
a  supplemental  appropriation  of  $125 
million  will  be  needed  for  the  current 
fiscal  year.  This  would  be  in  addition  to 
the  $92  billion  added  to  the  requested 
appropriations  when  we  passed  the 
Treasury,  Postal  Service,  and  General 
Government  Appropriation  Act.  The  to- 
tal would  now  be  $1,707  billion. 

I  remind  the  Members,  however,  that 
these  estimates  are  based  on  the  assump- 
tion that  self-sufficiency  under  the  terms 
of  the  .1970  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
continues  to  be  the  goal  of  congressional 
policy. 

ALEXANDER   AMENDMENT 

The  perfecting  amendment  to  H.R. 
8603  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas and  adopted  by  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  on  September  29  is  a  very 
difficult  one  to  analyze  from  the  point  of 


view  of  its  probable  monetary  effect  upon 
the  budget. 

Perhaps  I  may  best  put  it  in  perspec- 
tive by  considering  first  the  effects  which 
implementation  of  this  amendment 
would  have  for  an  entire  fiscal  year,  al- 
though the  part- year  effects  would,  of 
course,  be  somewhat  different. 

Foremost,  of  course,  is  the  fact  that 
the  amendment  firmly  puts  the  fiscal 
transactions  of  the  Postal  Service  back 
into  the  Federal  budget.  Moreover,  it 
does  so  on  a  gross  basis,  rather  than  the 
net  basis  which  used  to  be  the  case  before 
the  Postal  Service  was  placed  off-budget 
a  few  years  ago. 

Revenues  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  for 
fiscal  year  1976  are  now  estimated  at 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $11 
billion — under  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas,  this  $11  bil- 
lion would  be  added  to  general  fund 
receipts  of  the  Treasury  and  would  ac- 
cordingly increase  total  budget  receipts 
by  $11  billion. 

Expenditures  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  fiscal  year  1976  are  now  esti- 
mated at  approximately  $14.5  billion. 
Under  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas,  this  $14.5  billion 
would  be  added  to  the  budget  outlays  of 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  net  difference  between  receipts  of 
$11  billion  and  expenditures  of  $14.5  bil- 
lion— $3.5  billion — would  then  constitute 
the  deficit  from  postal  operations.  Since 
we  have  already  appropriated  $1.6  billion 
for  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  the  addition 
to  the  recorded  budget  deficit  resulting 
from  the  bill  as  it  now  stands  in  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  would  be  $1.9  bil- 
lion. From  the  point  of  view  of  the  first 
budget  resolution,  which  makes  provi- 
sion for  anticipated  supplemental  re- 
quirements, the  net  increase  in  the  defi- 
cit would  be  $1.7  to  $1.8  billion. 

COST    OF    THE    ALEXANDER    AMENDMENT 

This  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  appears  to 
be  a  reasonable  estimate  of  the  full-year 
cost  of  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  which  is  now  incorpo- 
rated in  H.R.  8603  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole — $1.8  billion  added  to  the  deficit 
assumed  in  the  first  budget  resolution. 

Discussions  between  staff  of  the  House 
Budget  Committee  and  members  of  the 
Finance  Office  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
indicate  that  the  part-year  effect  would 
be  more  likely  in  the  neighborhood  of  $1 
billion  added  deficit.  Such  an  estimate,  of 
course,  depends  heavily  upon  assump- 
tions as  to  date  of  enactment  and  fund- 
ing of  this  provision,  and  upon  fiscal  ac- 
tions of  the  Postal  Service  between  now 
and  that  final  date  of  funding. 

SUBSTITUTE    AMENDMENT 

The  substitute  to  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Mr.  Hanley  would  do  two  things 
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wnich  impact  upon  the  budget. 

First,  the  substitute  amendment  would 
continue  the  off-budget  status  of  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service:  The  Service  would  con- 
tinue to  receive  all  revenues  into  its  own 
account  and  would  continue  to  pay  its  ex- 
penses out  of  the  resources  available  in 
its  own  account.  Those  resources,  under 
the  substitute  amendment,  would  be  in- 
creased by  authorizing  appropriations  of 
an  additional  $1.5  billion  for  the  15- 
month  period  ending  September  30,  1976. 
Subsequent  fiscal  years  would  be  handled 
through  the  annual  authorization  and 
appropriation  process. 

Second,  the  substitute  amendment 
would  limit  the  presently  anticipated 
postal  rate  increase  to  20  percent.  This, 
of  course,  will  affect  the  amount  of  postal 
revenues  collected  from  mailers.  How  it 
can  do  other  than  increase  the  need  for 
appropriation  of  the  additional  $1.5  bil- 
lion is  difficult  to  see. 

EFFECT     OF     SUBSTITUTE     AMENDMENT     ON     THE 
BUDGET 

The  substitute  amendment  would  leave 
the  Postal  Service  in  its  current  off- 
budget  status.  There  would  be  no  effect 
on  effect  on  budget  receipts. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  would 
have  to  consider  and  recommend  to  the 
House  a  further  appropriation  for  fiscal 
year  1976  and  the  3-month  transition 
period — July  1  through  September  30 — 
within  the  $1.5  billion  limitation.  If  we 
assume  that  $1.2  billion  of  the  authoriza- 
tion is  applied  to  fiscal  year  1976,  and  if 
we  assume  that  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee will  recommend  and  the  Congress 
provide  $1.2  billion  for  fiscal  year  1976, 
that  amount  of  $1.2  billion  will  be  added 
to  budget  authority;  to  outlays;  and  to 
the  deficit. 

CONCLUSION 

It  would  seem  to  me  we  should  send 
this  bill  back  to  committee  by  recommital 
on  defeat  so  the  committee  can  decide 
what  should  be  done  to  avoid  increasing 
the  Federal  deficit  by  an  additional  Fed- 
eral subsidy  to  the  Postal  Service  Cor- 
poration. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
more  we  discuss  this  Postal  Corporation, 
the  more  revealing  it  becomes,  I  think,  to 
the  Members  and  certainly  it  ought  to  be- 
come more  revealing  to  the  general  pub- 
lic. I  must  say  that  I  did  not  know  that 
they  had  gone  out  into  the  bond  market 
and  borrowed  money  on  bonds,  or  how- 
ever they  borrowed  it.  But  I  want  to  tell 
the  Members  in  view  of  what  the  Presi- 
dent said  about  New  York  City  yesterday, 
one  would  have  to  be  a  blooming  idiot 
who  would  buy  any  of  their  bonds  from 


here  on  out,  so  they  had  better  trim  their 
sails.  I  would  not  buy  their  bonds  at  30 
cents  on  the  dollar  if  they  paid  15 -per- 
cent interest. 

I  think  the  Congress  is  getting  fed  up 
with  the  way  they  are  running  the  place. 

What  happened?  I  have  never  been  in 
the  Postmaster  General's  office  but  one 
time  in  my  life,  and  that  is  when  Mr. 
Lawrence  O'Brien  was  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral before  this  was  a  Postal  Corporation. 
He  sort  of  apologized  for  having  such  a 
plush  office  with  so  much  mahogany,  and 
so  on.  The  Postal  Corporation  had  not 
been  in  business  30  days  until  they 
spent — I  do  not  know  how  much;  I  have 
heard  various  figures  from  $60,000  up 
remodeling  that  office  and  putting  in  a 
kitchen  and  a  private  shower,  and  I  do 
not  know  what  else  because  I  have  not 
been  down  to  look;  but  I  would  not  be 
surprised  at  anything  I  saw  if  I  went — 
maybe  folding  beds  into  the  wall  for  all  I 
know. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  this  Corpora- 
tion has  ruined  the  mail  system  in  the 
United  States.  When  I  came  here  27  years 
ago,  one  could  get  a  letter  back  to  Ohio 
300  miles  away  overnight.  The-  last  time 
I  ran  a  check  on  it,  it  was  5  days.  I  sent 
some  mail  out  yesterday  that  I  hope  will 
get  there  before  election  next  Tuesday, 
but  I  am  not  going  to  bet  on  it. 

What  happened?  We  have  an  inde- 
pendent corporation.  We  swing  from  one 
extreme  to  the  other  in  this  country.  If 
there  is  something  the  Government  is 
doing  badly,  we  say,  let  us  make  it  an 
Independent  corporation.  If  it  is  some- 
thing that  an  independent  corporation  is 
doing  badly,  like  Lockheed  or  Penn  Cen- 
tral, we  say,  let  us  bail  them  out  or  take 
them  over.  I  do  not  know  that  either  one 
is  a  cure-all  for  the  other,  but  I  think  the 
Postal  Service  in  the  United  States  should 
be  a  service,  and  I  think  the  way  it  is  set 
up  now  Is  all  wrong.  I  thought  when  I 
voted  for  the  Alexander  amendment — 
and  I  still  think  so — that  that  was  one 
step  in  Congress  retrieving  its  authority 
over  this  agency. 

I  think  the  only  way  we  are  ever  going 
to  get  it  in  hand  is  to  take  it  over  alto- 
gether and  get  rid  of  these  excorporate 
executives  who  were  failures  in  their  own 
business  and  who  were  brought  in  here 
to  run  the  Postal  Corporation. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  associate  myself  with  many  of  the  re- 
marks made  by  the  gentleman. 

I  supported  the  Alexander  amendment. 
That  amendment  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction  but  it  is  not  really  the  Congress 
taking  over  the  Post  Office,  assuming  we 
want  to  do  that. 

I  am  a  little  bit  loathe  to  go  for  $3  bil- 
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"lion  more  in  deficit.  The  President  will 
come  up  with  cutting  something  else.  I 
would  hate  to  have  the  Post  Office  budget 
charged  off  against  social  security  for 
instance. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  As  I  understand 
the  Hanley  amendment,  it  is  going  to 
give  them  another  $1.5  billion.  If  that  Is 
so,  I  would  just  rather  not  give  it  to  them, 
not  put  it  in  the  budget,  and  let  them  go 
out  in  the  market  and  see  if  there  are 
enough  suckers  in  the  United  States  to 
buy  their  bonds.  Let  them  try  it  out.  That 
is  what  we  set  it  up  for. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find 
myself  in  agreement  with  everything  the 
gentleman  said  about  the  Postal  Service. 
As  I  said  in  the  well,  I  have  been  prob- 
ably the  chief  critic  of  the  Service. 

We  have  a  situation  here  where  before 
1967  we  had  outside  influences  saying: 
"Take  it  away  from  the  Congress.  Put  it 
in  the  hands  of  businessmen.  They  are 
good  administrators."  All  that  sort  of 
thing. 

We  enacted  the  law  and  did  that.  The 
first  Postmaster  General  was  a  great  hit- 
ter in  the  private  sector  and  great  in  the 
construction  business  and  he  came  in 
and  brought  together  the  people  who  sup- 
posedly were  the  cream  of  the  crop  of 
businessmen  in  America  and  he  put  to- 
gether a  management  team.  They  did  net 
do  a  very  good  job  of  it. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Was  that  the  Con- 
tinental Can  fellow? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  No.  Mr.  Blount. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  If  it  was  the  Con- 
tinental Can  fellow,  they  cannot  even 
make  enough  can  lids  for  the  people  of 
the  United  States  let  alone  manage  to 
make  postage  stamps. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  If  I  may  continue,  so 
we  have  had  a  succession  of  that  sort 
of  thing.  We  have  been  completely  criti- 
cal in  this  committee.  When  we  set  forth 
with  this  action  it  was  hopeful  the 
amendments  we  proposed  would  move  a 
long  way  toward  getting  that  institution 
back  on  the  track.  That  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  do.  What  we  are  trying  to  do 
here  is  we  are  providing  the  $1.5  billion 
which  we  deem  absolutely  essential  to 
avoid  a  second  supplemental  appropria- 
tion request  to  bail  them  out  further. 
That  is  what  we  are  doing  here. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  If  I  can  have  a 
little  of  my  own  time  back,  what  makes 
the  gentleman  think  that  if  we  give  them 
the  $1.5  billion  now  they  will  not  spend 
$2.5  billion  and  then  we  will  have  to  bail 
them  out  anyway?  We  will  bail  them  out 
no  matter  what  they  do. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  This  happens  to  be  the 


lesser  of  two  evils.  The  Alexander  amend- 
ment, as  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Adams)  has  stated,  will  cost  the 
taxpayers  about  $4  billion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hays  of 
Ohio  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  addi- 
tional minute.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  So  this  amendment  is 
the  lesser  of  two  evils. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  asked  for  another 
minute  to  say  to  the  gentleman  I  cannot 
follow  his  mathematics.  I  thought  I  knew 
simple  addition  and  subtraction  and  I  do 
not  understand  if  what  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Adams)  says  is 
correct — and  I  think  it  is — that  they  are 
going  to  take  in  $11  billion  and  spend 
$14.5  billion,  that  is  a  $3.5  billion  deficit, 
and  neither  the  Alexander  amendment 
nor  anybody  else's  amendment  is  going  to 
add  another  $1.5  billion  to  it.  It  is  going 
to  be  $3.5  billion. 

I  guess  we  will  have  bail  them  out  or 
close  them  down.  The  alternative  might 
be  to  close  them  down  and  it  might  not 
be  a  bad  one,  because  there  are  some 
private  companies  that  would  probably 
pick  up  where  they  left  off.  They  have 
lost  all  their  parcel  post  business  to  the 
United  Parcel  Service  because  they,  the 
UPS,  do  the  job.  They  have  lost  most  of 
their  mail  business  because,  for  instance, 
I  am  conducting  most  of  mine  by  tele- 
phone because  I  know  the  message  will 
get  through.  Maybe  we  ought  to  shut 
them  down. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  apreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Hanley  amendment 
will  negate  what  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  is  trying  to  do 
and  that  is  to  bring  the  appropriation 
process  for  the  whole  expenditure  of  the 
Post  Office  to  the  Congress  and  at  least 
give  us  a  chance  to  make  a  judgment 
on  some  of  those  expenditures. 

That  is  why  I  support  the  amendment, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  did. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Well,  I  voted 
against  the  Postal  Corporation  in  the 
first  place. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  did,  too. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  And  I  am  going  to 
vote  against  any  appropriation  for  it 
from  now  on. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  MINETA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment.  I  think,  as 
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was  just  stated  by  the  gentleman  from 
California,  it  is  important  to  recognize 
that  what  we  have  here  is  the  ability  to 
get  a  handle  on  this  situation  by  having 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  come  to  the  Con- 
gress for  its  annual  appropriations  above 
the  moneys  that  are  available  to  them. 

In  other  words,  what  we  are  doing 
through  this  amendment  is  to  provide 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  with  all  the  rev- 
enues that  it  does  take  in  right  now.  It 
also  gives  them  an  automatic  appropria- 
tion based  on  1971  operating  expenses, 
as  was  authorized  under  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970. 

We  also  provided  phasing  money,  as 
was  provided  under  the  original  act,  and 
then  for  any  money  needs  above  those 
three  categories  of  moneys  it  must  come 
back  to  the  Congress  for  an  annual  ap- 
propriation. 

I  think  this  is  really  a  very  good  com- 
promise in  terms  of  trying  to  effect  a  con- 
trol on  the  U.S.  Postal  Service;  but  I 
think  the  thing  we  have  to  keep  in  mind 
is  the  fact  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  to 
a  very  great  extent  is  the  only  vestige  of 
contact  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  average  taxpayer  of  any  regular 
sort.  It  is  the  only  contact  and  the  peo- 
ple only  see  a  deterioration  of  that  serv- 
ice over  a  period  of  years  at  an  increased 
cost. 

What  this  amendment  really  does  is 
to  do  two  things.  One,  it  does  guarantee  j 
the  standard  or  kind  of  delivery  system 
in  terms  of  making  sure  that  service  does 
not  deteriorate. 

Second,  the  amendment  also  provides 
a  limitation  as  to  what  the  increased  cost 
might  be  as  a  result  of  a  considered 
increase  in  postal  rates  by  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service. 

The  standards  that  are  being  adopted 
in  this  bill,  and  we  are  saying  that  curb- 
line  delivery,  as  well  as  cluster  box,  is 
totally  unacceptable  for  a  number  of 
reasons,  because  we  do  have  a  Postal 
Service  now  that  has  indicated  they  are 
going  to  cut  out  door-to-door  deliveries 
in  new  developments.  What  we  have  to 
say  to  the  public  is  that  we  are  not 
going  to  allow  that  to  happen  and  we  can 
do  that  through  the  Hanley  amendment. 

We  find  that  curb -line  or  cluster  box 
delivery  is  unacceptable  for  obvious  rea- 
sons such  as  hazard  to  safety,  that  the 
boxes  are  unsightly  and  more  susceptible 
to  theft  and  vandalism  and  this  delivery 
system  creates  a  discriminatory  service 
in  the  sense  that  we  will  have  some  areas 
get  door-to-door  delivery  that  are  right 
next  door  to  new  developments  which  will 
only  have  curb -line  and  cluster  box 
delivery. 

Cluster  box  delivery  systems  will  also 
be  especially  hard  for  the  disabled  and 
the  elderly,  as  well  as  those  who  live  in 


areas  where  there  is  inclement  weather  in 
trying  to  get  to  their  mail  boxes. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

Is  the  gentleman  saying  that  unless 
this  amendment  is  adopted  that  we  will 
lose  door-to-door  delivery? 

Mr.  MINETA.  That  is  correct.  It  would 
be  eliminated,  as  far  as  the  amendment 
is  concerned.  As  far  as  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  is  concerned,  the  delivery 
standards  are  included  in  there. 

Mr.  RYAN.  I  would  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  the  door-to-door  delivery 
for  new  residences  has  already  stopped 
in  San  Mateo  County  in  California. 
There  are  a  great  many  objections  to  that 
already.  It  requires  additional  funds  to 
deliver  mail  to  constituents.  I  would  sug- 
gest it  will  take  more  than  $1.5  billion  to 
rearrange  its  own  priority. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California,  yielding. 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  did  not  mean 
to  imply  that  if  this  amendment  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Han- 
ley) is  not  passed  that  door-to-door  de- 
livery will  stop,  if  I  understood  the  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  MINETA.  The  Handley  amendment 
does  still  include  the  delivery  standards 
in  here. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  That  is  right,  put 
in  previously  by  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment. 
Mr.  MINETA.  Correct. 
Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  So  the  gentleman's 
amendment    is    retained    regardless    of 
whether  this  amendment  passes  or  not. 
Mr.  MINETA.  Right.  I  stand  corrected. 
Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  want  to  be  sure 
that  is  understood  and  so  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  (Mr.  Ryan)  un- 
derstands that  the  gentleman's  amend- 
ment is  retained  regardless  of  whether 
the  Hanley  amendment  passes  or  not. 
Mr.  MINETA.  That  is  right,  it  is  still 
in  the  basic  bill.  I  stand  corrected. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MINETA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Pennsylvania.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me.  For 
further  clarification  of  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about,  is  the  gentleman  saying  that 
every  township  or  county,  every  person 
who  is  receiving  mail  can  have  it  de- 
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livered  to  his  door  regardless  of  how 
rural  in  nature  the  geographies  are? 

Mr.  MINETA.  This  is  in  regard  to  new 
development  as  it  has  been  defined  by 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  WHITE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  for  his  dili- 
gence, imagination  and  objectivity  in 
attempting  to  improve  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. I  have  supported  the  Alexander 
amendment  in  the  past  and  I  do  so  now, 
and  therefore  I  am  a  bit  dismayed  to 
see  that  the  amendment  of  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  does 
negate  the  Alexander  amendment. 

I  have  received  much  mail,  as  has 
every  Member  of  this  House  from  our 
constituencies,  urging  the  Congress  to 
get  some  handle  on  the  Postal  Service  so 
that  we  can  effectuate  some  improve- 
ment in  the  service.  We  are  not  asking 
that  the  basic  law  be  changed  at  this 
time  or  that  the  postal  organization  have 
no  opportunities  for  improving  the 
Postal  Service  within  existing  law,  but 
we  are  merely  ■  asking  for  Congress  to 
overlook  postal  operations.  What  we  are 
doing  today  is  making  basic  law  that 
will  stand  for  years  and  years.  The  Alex- 
ander amendment  will  do  that  in  that 
it  will  bring  the  Postal  Service  to  Con- 
gress each  year  to  oversee  it,  and  there- 
by in  future  years — not  necessarily  this 
year,  but  in  future  years — we  can  effec- 
tuate budget  savings,  economy  and  ef- 
ficiency in  the  Postal  Service.  For  that 
reason,  I  urge  the  Members  to  support 
the  Alexander  amendment  already 
adopted,  and  thereby  reject  the  Hanley 
amendment,  and  possibly  by  represen- 
tation of  another  amendment,  keep  the 
good  portions  of  the  Hanley  amendment 
for  further  consideration.     , 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  is:  a  very  able 
member  of  our  committee,  and  of  course 
does  his  homework,  but  could  .the  gentle- 
man inform  the  House  with  regard  to  the 
statement  made  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Budget  Committee — is  it  not  true  that  the 
gentleman  from  Washington's  statement 
that  the  Alexander  amendment  will 
create  a  deficit  of  $3.5  billion  into  the 
budget  as  opposed  to  a  deficit  of  $1.5  bil- 
lion the  Hanley  amendment  has?  The 
gentleman  from  Texas  should  know,  and 
I  am  sure  he  does  know,  the  budget  effect  k 
of  the  action  he  is  asking  the  House  to' 
take  today. 


Mr.  WHITE.  I  am  like  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Hays)  .  My  mathematics 
are  very  simple.  I  cannot  see  where  we 
are  gaining  anything  in  total  figures  when 
we  have  an  outgo  of  $14  billion  and  in- 
come of  $11  billion.  I  feel  that  what  we 
are  looking  at  here  today  is  not  just  a 
year-by-year  law,  but  we  are  talking 
about  the  basic  law  and  where  to  effectu- 
ate the  economies  in  the  future.  The 
amount  of  money  will  still  be  the  same  in 
either  version.  If  bonds  are  issued  by  the 
Postal  Service  and  they  default,  what  we 
will  have  to  look  at  in  future  years  is 
that  problem. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  am  trying  to  get  this 
back  on  the  track.  I  do  not  want  to  take 
colleagues  who  are  not  on  our  commit- 
tee and  ask  them  questions,  but  surely 
the  gentleman  from  Texas,  a  member  of 
our  committee,  knows  that  the  bonds  of 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  have  the  full  faith 
and  credit  of  the  United  States  behind 
them  alreadv,  and  there  is  no  such  thing 
a-s  default  of  postal  bonds.  They  are  obli- 
gations of  the  Treasury  Department  and 
every  dollar  is  going  to  be  repaid. 

Mr.  WHITE.  I  thank  the  Chairman, 
but  I  think  he  would  have  to  agree  that 
it  is  an  outgo  regardless  of  which  column 
we  take  it  from. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  stresses 
authorization,  and  for  what  it  is  worth 
we  have  tried  hard  to  explain  this.  We 
mandated  an  annual  authorization  and 
appropriation  for  any  increase  in  cur- 
rent authorizations. 

Mr.  WHITE.  That  is  not  the  total  of 
budgeting,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  seeking 
that  they  have  to  come  to  Congress  for 
every  dollar. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Under  present  law,  they 
are  authorized  10  percent  of  1971  appro- 
priations on  a  declining  formula  up  until 
1985.  So  we  are  speaking  of  every  dol- 
lar in  excess  of  that  already  authorized, 
and  that  is  for  fundamental  public  serv- 
ice. I  do  not  think  the  gentleman  wants 
to  deny  the  ability  of  the  publications 
throughout  America  to  provide  their  sub- 
scribers with  service  at  a  reasonable 
rate.  And  that  is  what  that  authority  is 
there  for. 

Mr.  WHITE.  The  Committee  on  Ap- 
propriations can  take  that  into  consider- 
ation every  year  because  that  is  a  part  of 
the  request  that  would  have  to  be  gone 
over  before  the  Committee  on  Appropria- 
tions. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words,  and  I  rise  in  opposition 
to  the  Hanley  amendment. 
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Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  win 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Der- 
winski)  . 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  I  have  the  at- 
tention not  only  of  Members  who  are  not 
on  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civ- 
il Service  but  also  my  dear  colleagues 
from  the  committee  who  I  am  sure  do 
not  intend  to  innocently  mislead  the 
House  on  some  of  these  figures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  sum  up  the 
explanation  that  I  thought  the  gentle- 
man from  Washington  (Mr.  Adams)  tried 
to  give  us  that  if  the  procedure  in  the 
original  Alexander  amendment  is  fol- 
lowed— it  is  an  accurate  figure,  as  the 
chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee  ad- 
vised us — there  would  be  a  deficit  in  the 
area  of  $3.8  billion,  and  that  would  have 
to  be  covered.  But  here  is  where  bal- 
ancing figures  have  to  come  in.  The 
Postal  Service  has  already  in  the 
1976  budget  approximately  a  $1.6  billion 
subsidy  for  revenue  foregone  and  for 
Postal  Service.  The  Hanley  amendment 
before  us  adds  $1.5  billion,  raising  that 
to  $3.1  billion.  In  addition,  the  charge 
hurled  against  the  position  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander) 
that  his  procedure  would  cost  $4  billion 
is  erroneous.  It  is  based  on  a  fictional 
post  office  figure,  in  effect  claiming  that 
they  would  then  pass  on  to  the  Treasury 
a  $1,390  million  deficit  that  presumably 
they  have  hidden  at  the  moment. 

What  is  happening  is  that  we  have  a 
juggling  act,  using  post  office  figures  that 
do  not  add  up. 

The  other  figure  that  could  be  debated 
is  this:  The  $600-million  that  presumably 
is  in  the  Hanley  amendment  to  cover  the 
difference  between  the  12-cent  and  the 
13 -cent  first-class  stamp. 

But  here  is  where'  we  face  the  facts 
of  life.  This  bill  is  in  such  bad  shape  that 
it  is  impossible,  given  just  6  weeks  left 
of  this  session  of  Congress,  for  the  Senate 
to  process  a  bill,  and  then  work  out  a 
conference  with  the  House. 

So  as  much  as  I  hate  to  see  it,  the 
13-cent  first-class  stamp  and  other  rate 
increases  will  go  into  effect  December  28. 
So  we  do  not  need  the  fund  request  in 
the  Hanley  amendment. 

But  the  one  basic  figure  is  this:  If  the 
Members  want  to  work  within  existing 
law,  the  Hanley  amendment  adds  a  $1.5 
billion  new  subsidy  to  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  South  Caro- 
lina. 


Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Under  the  Hanley  amendment,  on  the 
15  th  of  November  the  Members  will  be 
voting  for  a  $72  billion  deficit,  under  the 
budget  resolution.  If  the  Hanley  amend- 
ment is  defeated,  the  Members  will  be 
voting  for  a  $74  billion  deficit,  for  this 
reason:  The  difference  between  $11  bil- 
lion, which  is  the  income,  and  the  out- 
go, which  is  $14.5  billion,  is  $3.5  billion, 
and  there  is  $1.6  billion  included  in  the 
budget  resolution  now,  which  leave   a 
difference  of  approximately  $2  billion. 
So  the  Members  are  going  to  be  voting  for 
a  $74  billion  deficit  if  they  defeat  the 
Hanley  -amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  and  I  want 
to  tell  the  Members  that  I  see  we  are 
going  to  have  enough  difficulty  with  the 
budget  resolution  without  taking  this  on. 
I  admit  it  is  merely  an  accounting  proce- 
dure, but  let  us  not  have  that  problem. 
Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  incorrect.  Let  me  remind 
the  gentleman  that  it  is  not  $11  billion 
he  is  speaking  of;  he  is  speaking  of  $12 Y2 
billion,  because  we  already  have  that  in 
the  appropriation  in  the  Postal  Service 
1976  budget. 

What  we  are  speaking  of  under  the 
Hanley  amendment  before  us  is  an  addi- 
tional authorization  for  $l1/2  billion. 
That  brings  it  up  to  $14  billion. 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  is  talking  about  apples  and 
I  am  talking  about  oranges.  I  am  talk- 
ing about  the  Post  Office  Department 
without  the  inclusion  of  the  $1.6  billion 
and  the  difference  between  $11  billion 
and  $14  ^  billion,  which  is  $31,2  billion. 
I  say  we  are  going  to  be  voting  for  a  $74 
billion  deficit  on  November  15  if  we  de- 
feat the  Hanley  amendment. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  No.  Let  me  suggest 
this  to  the  gentleman,  if  I  may  have  his 
attention  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  DERRICK.  We  will  have  enough 
trouble  in  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 
without  that. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
given  the  fact  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Adminis- 
tration, and  others  have  suggested  that 
perhaps  the  problem  we  face  today  is 
that  our  committee  did  not  bring  a  bill 
to  the  floor  in  a  manner  and  in  a  shape 
and  with  a  workable  arrangement  be- 
tween us  to  make  any  sense,  perhaps 
the  logical  thing  for  us  to  do — and  I 
have  recommended  this  in  private  com- 
munications— would  be  to  go  back  to  the 
committee  and  do  the  job  right  at  this 
time.  I  am  willing  to  work  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
if  we  could  bring  out  a  proper  bill. 
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Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwinski),  I  will  ask  him  if  he 
did  not  meet  with  us  a  month  ago  and 
agree  that  essentially  this  is  a  good  bill? 
Mr.  DERWINSKI.  No. 
Mr.  HANLEY.  Did  the  gentleman  not 
say  there  were  very  few  defects  in  the 
bill?  Is  the  gentleman  saying  "No"  at 
this  point? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  No.  If  the  gentle- 
man from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Johnson) 
will  yield  further,  I  told  the  gentleman 
flatly  I  would  work  with  him  where  we 
could  achieve  areas  of  agreement,  but  I 
would  not  buy  this  budget  deficit  ap- 
proach and  vote  for  a  new  subsidy. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  bought 
it  a  month  ago  in  committee. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  Eighty-three  Members  are  pres- 
ent, not  a  quorum. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant  to 
rule  XXIH,  clause  2,  he  will  vacate  pro- 
ceedings under  the  call  when  a  quorum 
of  the  committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence  by 
electronic  device. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice. 

QUORUM  CALL  VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred  Mem- 
bers have  appeared.  A  quorum  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  is  present. 
Pursuant  to  rule  XXHI,  clause  2,  further 
proceedings  under  the  call  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  vacated. 

The  Committee  will  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  end  at  2:35  p.m. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  that  is  a 
rather  quick  cutoff.  Maybe  if  we  can 
reach  a  gentleman's  understanding  to 
divide  some  time  I  will  be  pleased  to  en- 
tertain such  a  request. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also 
willing  to  divide  the  time. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  we  could  have  10 
minutes  and  divide  it  in  some  rational 
way  I  think  it  will  be  to  everybody's 
advantage. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Fine.  Then  may  I  amend 
my  request  to  say  that  all  debate  will 
end  in  10  minutes,  5  minutes  each  being 
allocated  to  both  sides? 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  asked  unani- 
mous consent  that  all  debate  end  in  10 
minutes  with  5  minutes  being  allocated 
to  the  proponents  and  5  minutes  allo- 
cated to  the  opponents. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  gentleman  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  will  be  allocated 
5  minutes  to  control  the  time  of  those 
speaking  in  favor  of  the  amendment  and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois.  (Mr.  Der- 
winski) will  be  recognized  for  5  minutes 
to  control  the  time  of  the  opponents. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  John  L.  Burton)  . 

(Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHN  L.  BURTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  supported  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  the  last  time  since  I 
think  that  the  Post  Office  is,  as  we  know, 
considered  a  catastrophe.  I  am,  however, 
going  to  support  the  committee  amend- 
ment. In  fact,  I  would  have  been  willing 
to  go  totally  the  other  way  on  an  up  and 
down  on  the  Alexander  amendment, 
based  only  on  the  fact  that  we  are  pick- 
up that  deficit. 

Now  the  gentlemen  can  say  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  may  not 
appropriate  that  money,  or  what  have 
you.  But,  I  mean  I  really  do  not  want  to 
Increase  the  deficit  by  $3  V2  billion  for  the 
Post  Office.  I  will  be  willing  to  increase  it 
by  $10  billion  if  it  were  for  the  elderly  or 
if  it  were  for  the  mentally  retarded  chil- 
dren. But  if  we  are  talking  about  debt 
limits,  and  if  we  are  talking  about  a  tar- 
get budget  and  then  we  are  talking  about 
including  the  Post  Office  operations  def- 
icit in  our  own  budget,  and  still  talking 
about  fiscal  responsibility,  then  I  am  not 
about  to  do  it. 

For  that  reason  I  will  support  the  com- 
mittee amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  sum 
up  the  figures.  I  think  it  is  important  for 
all  Members  to  remember  that  the  ap- 
propriation figure  for  the  Postal  Service 
now  is  approximately  $1.6  billion.  They 
are  going  to  receive  that  and  have,  in 
fact,  in  fiscal  1976.  The  amendment  be- 
fore us  adds  $1.5  billion  to  this  subsidy. 

May  I  also  point  out  that  if  the  amend- 
ment is  rejected,  the  limitation  that  will 
leave  the  first  class  stamp  at  12  cents  is 
retained  in  the  bill. 

May  I  also  point  out  that  when  we  pass 
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this  amendment,  we  retain  in  the  bill  a 
substantial  portion  of  what  a  majority  of 
Members  seem  to  feel  is  a  necessary  re*s- 
sertion  of  congressional  jurisdiction.  It 
would  be  my  recommendation  that  we 
reject  this  amendment  and  then,  per- 
haps, we  would  have  the  proponents  of 
the  measure  take  the  suggestion  from 
many  of  their  dear  friends  on  the  floor 
and  have  us  go  back  to  the  committee  and 
regroup.  Then,  bring  a  bill  to  the  floor 
that  will  have  strong  support  rather  than 
the  tremendous  debate  that  has  been  en- 
countered here  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  wish  to  speak  further  to  the 
Issue  at  this  time? 

Dr.  DERWINSKI.  No,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Derwinski) 
there  were — ayes  22,  noes  41. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de- 
mand a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  196,  noes  207, 
not  voting  30,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  649] 
AYES — 196 


Addabbo 

Boggs 

Delaney 

Ambro 

Boland 

Dellums 

Anderson, 

Boiling 

Derrick 

Calif. 

Bonker 

Diggs 

Andrews, 

Brademas 

Dingell 

N.  Dak. 

Brodhead 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Aspin 

Brown,  Calif. 

Drinan 

AuCoin 

Burke,  Calif. 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Badillo 

Burke,  Mass. 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Baldus 

Burton,  John 

du  Pont 

Baucus 

Burton,  Phillip 

Early 

Beard,  R.I. 

Carney 

Eckhardt 

Bedell 

Chisholm 

Edgar 

Bergland 

Clay 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Biaggi 

Cochran 

Edwards,  Calif 

Biester 

Conte 

Eilberg 

Bingham 

Corman 

Evans,  Colo. 

Blanchard 

Cornell 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Blouin 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Fascell 

Fisher 

Mazzoli 

Rinaldo 

Flood 

Meeds 

Rodino 

Florio 

Melcher 

Roe 

Flowers 

Metcalfe 

Rose 

Ford,  Mich. 

Meyner 

Rosenthal 

Ford,  Term. 

Mezvinsky 

Rostenkowskl 

Gaydos 

Mikva 

Roush 

Gonzalez 

Miller,  Calif. 

Roybal 

Gude 

Mineta 

St  Germain 

Hall 

Minish 

Sarbanes 

Hamilton 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Scheuer 

Hanley 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Schroeder 

Hannaford 

Moakley 

Seiberling 

Harkin 

Mollohan 

Shipley 

Harrington 

Moorbead,  Pa. 

Shriver 

Harris 

Morgan 

Simon 

Harsha 

Mottl 

Slack 

Hayes,  Ind. 

Murphy,  HI. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Heckler,  Mass 

Murtha 

Spellman 

Helstoskl 

Myers,  Ind. 

Stanton, 

Henderson 

Natcher 

James  V. 

Hicks 

Nedzi 

Stark 

Hillis 

Nix 

Steed 

Howard 

Nolan 

Stokes 

Hubbard 

Nowak 

Stratton 

Jenrette 

Oberstar 

Studds 

Johnson,  Calll 

.  Obey 

Sullivan 

Jones,  Ala. 

O'Hara 

Symington 

Jones,  N.C. 

O'Neill 

Thompson 

Jones,  Okla. 

Ottinger 

Traxler 

Jordan 

Patman,  Tex, 

Tsongas 

Karth 

Patten,  N.J. 

Ullman 

Kazen 

Patterson, 

Van  Deerlln 

Koch 

Calif. 

Vander  Veen 

Krebs 

Pattlson,  N.Y. 

Vanik 

Krueger 

Pepper 

Waxman 

LaFalce 

Perkins 

Weaver 

Leggett 

Peyser 

Whalen 

Lehman. 

Pike 

Wilson,  C.  H. 

Levitas 

Preyer 

Winn 

Litton 

Price 

Wolff 

Long,  La, 

Pritchard 

Yates 

McCormack 

Quill  en 

Yatron 

McFall 

Rangei 

Young,  Alaska 

McBugh 

Rees 

Young,  Ga. 

McKay 

Reuss 

Zablockl 

Magulre 

Richmond 

Zeferettl 

Matsnnaga 

Riegie 
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Abdnor 

English 

Kindness 

Adams 

Erlenborn 

Lagomarslno 

Alexander 

Esch 

Landrum 

Andrews,  N.C. 

Es  hi  emftn 

Latta 

Archer 

Evans,  Ind, 

Lent 

Armstrong 

Fen  wick 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Ashbrook 

Findley 

Lloyd,  Tenn, 

Ashley 

Fish 

Long,  Md, 

Bafalis 

Fithian 

Lott 

Bauman 

Flynt 

McClory 

Beard,  Tenn. 

Forsythe 

McCloskey 

Bell 

Fountain 

McColllster 

Bennett 

Frenzel 

McDade 

Bevill 

Frey 

McDonald 

Bowen 

Fuqua 

McEwen 

Breckinridge 

Giaimo 

McKlnney 

Brinkley 

Gibbons 

Macdonald 

Brooks 

Gilman 

Madden 

Broomfleld 

Ginn 

Madigan 

Brown,  Mich. 

Goldwater 

Mahon 

Broyhill 

Goodllng 

Mann 

Buchanan 

Gradisoa 

Mathis 

Burgener 

Grassley 

Michel 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Hagedorn 

Mllford 

Burlison,  Mo. 

Haley 

Miller,  Ohio 

Butler 

Hammer- 

Mills 

Byron 

schmldt 

Moffett 

Can- 

Hansen 

Montgomery 

Carter 

Hastings 

Moore 

Casey 

Hays,  Ohio 

Moorhead, 

Cederberg 

Hechler,  W.  Va 

.      Calif. 

Chappell 

Hefner 

Mosher 

Clancy 

Heinz 

Myers,  Pa. 

Clawson,  Del 

Hightower 

Neal 

Cohen 

Holland 

Nichols 

Collins,  m. 

Holt 

O'Brien 

Collins,  Tex, 

Holtzman 

Pettis 

Conable 

Howe 

Pickle 

Conlan 

Hughes 

Poage 

Cotter 

Hungate 

Pressler 

Coughlin 

Hutchinson 

Quie 

Crane 

Hyde 

Railsback 

D' Amours 

I  chord 

Randall 

Daniel,  Dan 

Jacobs 

Regula 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Jarman 

Risenhoover 

Danielson 

Jeffords 

Roberts 

Davis 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robinson 

de  la  Garza 

Johnson,  Pa, 

Rogers 

Dent 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Roncalio 

Derwinski 

Kasten 

Rousselot 

Devine 

Kastenmeler 

Runnels 

Dickinson 

Kelly 

Ruppe 

Dodd 

Kemp 

RU3SO 

Downing,  Va, 

Ketchum 

Ryan 

Emery 

Keys 

Santini 

Sarasin 

Btelger,  Ariz, 

Wampler 

Satterfleld 

Steiger,  Wis, 

White 

Schneebell 

Stephens 

Whitehurst 

Schulze 

Stuckey 

Whitten 

Sebelius 

Symms 

Wiggins 

Sharp 

Talcott 

Wilson,  Bob 

Shuster 

Taylor,  Mo. 

Wilson,  Tex. 
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Sikes 

Taylor,  N.C. 

Wirth 

Skubitz 

Teague 

Wright 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Thone 

Wydler 

Snyder 

Thornton 

Wylie 

Spence 

Treen 

Young,  Fla. 

Staggers 

Vander  Jagt 

Young,  Tex. 

Stanton, 

Vigorito 

J.  William 

Waggonner 

Steelman 

Walsh 

NOT  VOTING- 

-30 

Abzug 

Fary 

Mink 

Anderson,  HI 

Foley 

Moss 

Annunzio 

Fraser 

Murphy,  N.Y 

Barrett 

Green 

Passman 

Breaux 

Guyer 

Rhodes 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hawkins 

Rooney 

Burke,  Fla. 

Hebert 

Sisk 

Clausen, 

Hinshaw 

Solarz 

DonH. 

Horton 

Udall 

Cleveland 

Lujan 

Conyers 

Martin 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Annunzio  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Mr.  Rooney  for,  with  Mr.  Passman  against. 

Ms.  Abzug  for,  with  Mr.  Breaux  agafnst. 

Mr.  Barrett  for,  with  Mr.  Burke  of  Florida 
against. 

Mr.  Green  for,  with  Mr.  Martin  against. 

Mr.  Conyers  for,  with  Mr.  Lujan  against. 

Mr.  Moss  for,  with  Mr.  Guyer  against. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Don  H.  Clausen  against. 

Mr.  Sisk  for,  with  Mr.  Cleveland  against. 

Mr.  Hawkins  for,  with  Mr.  Anderson  of 
Illinois  against. 

Mr.  Solarz  for,  with  Mr.  Hinshaw  against. 

Messrs.  LaFALCE,  ANDERSON  of 
California,  NEDZI,  OUARA,  LEVTTAS, 
MELCHER,  WHALEN,  McKAY,  FORD 
of  Tennessee,  and  Mrs.  HECKLER  of 
Massachusetts  changed  their  votes  from 
"no"  to  "aye." 

Mr.  ASHLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
"aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Committee  will 
rise  informally  in  order  that  the  House 
may  receive  a  message. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

The  SPEAKER  resumed  the  Chair. 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  receive 
a  message. 

MESSAGES   FROM   THE   PRESIDENT 

Sundry  messages  in  writing  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  were  com- 
municated to  the  House  by  Mr.  Heiting, 
one  of  his  secretaries,  who  also  informed 
the  House  that  on  the  following  dates 
the  President  approved  and  signed  bills 
of  the  House  of  the  following  titles: 
On  October  21,   1975: 

H.R.  6151.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria- 
tions for  services  necessary  to  nonperform- 
ing  arts  functions  of  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
Center; 

H.R.  7706.  An  act  to  suspend  the  duty  on 
natural  graphite  until  the  close  of  June  30, 
1978,  and  for  other  purposes; 


H.R.  8121.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  State,  Justice,  and 
Commerce,  the  Judiciary,  and  related  agen- 
cies for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1976, 
and  the  period  ending  September  30,  1976, 
and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.R.  8561.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  pro- 
grams for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1976,  and  for  the  period  ending  September 
30,  1976;  and  for  other  purposes. 
On  October  22,  1975: 

H.R.  8240.  An  act  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  special  pay  and 
incentive  pay  for  certain  physicians  and 
dentists  employed  by  the  Department  of 
Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration in  order  to  enhance  the  recruit- 
ment and  retention  of  such  personnel,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Committee  will 
resume  it§_sittmg. 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF   1975 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

AMENDMENT     OFFERED     BY     MR.    BUCHANAN 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Buchanan: 
Page  18,  immediately  after  line  11,  insert  the 
following  new  subsection: 

(d)  Section  3661  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
'change  in  the  nature  of  postal  services' 
means  any  change  or  alteration  in  the  type, 
quality,  terms,  or  conditions  of  providing  for 
the  receipt,  transmission,  or  delivery  of  mail 
matter  of  any  type/'. 

And  redesignate  the  following  subsection 
accordingly. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
discussed  the  amendment  with  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama  (Mr.  Buchanan)  . 
The  amendment  makes  sense  to  me.  I 
think  it  would  be  a  good  inclusion  in  the 
bill,  so  I  am  delighted  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
for  his  support. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will  ask  the  gentleman  to  state  briefly 
what  this  amendment  is. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  define  what  we  meant 
by  the  phrase  "changes  in  the  nature  of 
the  Postal  Service"  in  the  Postal  Reor- 
ganization Act  of  1970. 
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Mr.  DKKWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
agrees  with  the  amendment.  We  Repub- 
licans will  also  agree  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  that  I  know  it 
is  his  nature  to  be  in  disagreement. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  both  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee and  the  ranking  minority 
member  for  their  support  of  my  amend- 
ment. It  will  clarify  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress in  the  passage  of  section  3660  of 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970, 
and  should  serve  to  help  protect  the 
people  from  adverse  changes  in  the  na- 
ture of  service  and  help  provide  them 
the  hearing  they  deserve  and  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  the  input  Congress  in- 
tended before  such  changes  are  imple- 
mented by  the  Postal  Service. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Alabama  (Mr.  Buchanan)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SIMON 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The.  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Simon:  At  the 
end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following  new 
section : 

Sec.  (  ).  (a)  The  second  sentence  of 
section  3622(a)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "The 
Postal  Service  may  submit  such  proposals 
for  rate  adjustments  as  it  deems  suitable, 
except  that  no  such  proposal  may  include 
a  rate  increase  for  any  class  of  mail  that 
exceeds  the  average  percent  rise  in  the  price 
index  for  the  12-month  period  immediately 
preceding  the  month  prior  to  the  month  in 
which  such  proposal  is  submitted.". 

(b)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection : 

"(f)  No  recommended  decision  transmitted 
by  the  Commission  under  this  section  may 
include  a  rate  increase  for  any  class  of  mail 
that  exceeds  the  average  percent  rise  in  the 
price  index  for  the  12-month  period  imme- 
diately preceding  the  month  prior  to  the 
month  in  which  the  request  for  a  recom- 
mended decision  was  submitted  to  the 
Commission.". 

(c)  Section  3625(b)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol- 
lowing sentence  at  the  end  thereof:  "No 
decision  of  the  Governors  under  this  section 
may  include  a  rate  increase  for  any  class 
of  mail  that  exceeds  the  average  percent  rise 
in  the  price  index  for  the  12-month  period 
immediately  preceding  the  month  prior  to 
the  month  in  which  the  proposal  for  a 
recommended  decision  was  submitted  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  under  section  3622 
of  this  title.". 

(d)  Section  102  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended: 

(1)  by  striking  the  word  "and"  at  the  end 
of  subparagraph  (2) ; 


(2)  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (3)  and  inserting  ";  and"; 
and 

(3)  by  adding  the  following  subparagraph: 
"(4)    'price    index'    means    the    Consumer 

Price  Index  (all  items — United  States  city 
average)  published  monthly  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics.". 

(e)  The  first  sentence  of  section  3622(a) 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "From  time  to  time"  and 
inserting  the  following:  "Prom  time  to  time, 
but  no  more  frequently  than  once  during 
any  12-month  period,". 

(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  law,  the 
amendments  made  by  subsections  (b),  (c) 
and  (d)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  the 
temporary  and  permanent  rates  established 
pursuant  to  the  request  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  for  a  recommended  decision 
by  the  United  States  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion dated  September  18,  1975,  bearing 
Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number 
R76-1. 

Mr.  SIMON  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  body,  this 
amendment  does  two  things.  Some  of  the 
Members  will  recall  that  when  we  were 
last  considering  this  bill  in  committee,  I 
offered  an  amendment  which  did  three 
things:  It  got  rid  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  it  said  that  rates  could  not 
go  above  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  and 
that  they  could  only  have  one  rate  in- 
crease during  the  year.  That  amendment 
was  defeated  by  three  votes. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hinshaw)  ,  who  is  a  member  of  the  com- 
mittee and  who  unfortunately  cannot  be 
here  today,  has  drafted  an  amendment 
that  I  am  introducing  here  today,  and 
that  amendment  does  two  of  those  three 
things.  It  says  simply  that  the  postal  rate 
increases  cannot  be  in  excess  of  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  and  there  can  only  be 
one  rate  increase  per  year. 

I  think  this  is  a  sensible  kind  of  re- 
straint that  we  should  put  on  the  Postal 
Service.  I  would  hope  that  the  amend- 
ment merits  the  support  and  the  consid- 
eration of  the  Members  of  this  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  any  of  the  Mem- 
bers might  have. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
marry  of  us  in  the  committee,  as  the  gen- 
tleman knows,  felt  very  favorably  dis- 
posed toward  this  amendment.  We  ap- 
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predate  the  gentleman's  offering  it.  I 
do  not  think  there  will  be  too  many  of 
us  who  would  have  any  objections  to 
this  concept. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  gentleman's  support. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  regret  the  necessity  of  doing  this, 
but  I  have  talked  with  the  gentleman 
on  numerous  occasions  concerning  this 
matter. 

Unfortunately,  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  is  somewhat  artificial  and  it  ap- 
plies to  consumer  costs,  not  corporate 
costs.  I  cannot  see  its  appropriateness 
with  regard  to  setting  rates.  As  the 
Members  know,  we  do  have  under  the 
act  a  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

I  said  to  the  gentleman  that  subse- 
quent to  the  disposition  of  the  bill  be- 
fore us  we  intend  to  call  before  us  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission,  along  with  the 
Board  of  Governors,  for  some  colloquy 
on  the  entire  matter  of  rates. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  the  necessity 
of  my  opposition  to  the  gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  SIMON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  would  point, out  that  this  does 
not  get  rid  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion. I  favor  that,  but  this  amendment 
does  not. 

Is  it  not  correct  that  the  Postmaster 
General  just  very  recently  said  he  hopes 
that  the  postal  rates  will  not  ever  in  the 
future  exceed  the  Consumer  Price  Index, 
and  is  it  not  also  true  that  the  Postal 
Service,  at  the  initial  meeting  of  our 
full  committee  this  year,  pointed  out 
that  postal  rates  generally  ought  to  be 
very  close  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index? 
Mr.  HANLEY.  Again,  I  regret  my  op- 
position; but  the  fact  is  that  we  have 
had  no  hearings  on  this  subject.  It  is  a 
very    complex    subject.    Prudently,    it 
seems  to  me  that  the  Congress,  if  it  is 
going  to  move  in  the  direction  as  sug- 
gested by  this  matter,  should  have  the 
subject   matter   taken   up   at  hearings 
so  that  we  do  not  expand  upon  the  er- 
rors that  we  already  have  within  the 
institution  by  add-ons  of  this  nature, 
which   have   not   been   given   sufficient 
thought. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman's  yielding. 

It  is  true  that  in  the  Federal  retire- 
ment system  we  have  attached  those 
increases  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 
We  have  done  the  same  for  the  social 
security  system,  so  why  should  we  not 
benefit  the  postal  users  through  the 
same  index? 


I  really  do  not  understand  the  gen- 
tleman's logic.  There  have  been  hearings 
on  the  general  subject  of  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  as  an  index  for  increases, 
and  we  do  it  for  the  Federal  retirees 
and  for  the  social  security  recipients. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  ,  who 
I  know  is  conscious  of  improper  in- 
creases, can,  in  effect,  say  that  we  should 
not  now  encourage  the  postal  manage- 
ment to  be  governed  by  the  same 
principle. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  recog- 
nizes that,  and  generally  speaking,  the 
postal  users  are  not  necessarily  individ- 
uals. As  the  gentleman  from  California 
knows,  there  is  only  about  20  percent 
of  the  postal  volume  that  can  be  char- 
acterized as  individual  mail.  The  other 
80  percent  is  in  the  business  and  com- 
merce category. 

Again,  therefore,  what  we  would  be 
doing  is  that  we  would  be  providing  a 
destructive  device  for  the  already  be- 
labored postal  rate  commission. 

The  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot ) ,  who  I  know  is  responsible, 
as  always,  would  prefer,  would  he  not, 
that  the  subject  matter  should  have 
hearings  and  be  deliberated  upon,  as 
opposed  to  on  the  spot  here,  within  the 
next  10  minutes,  making  a  decision  that 
could,  in  effect,  pull  the  rug  out  from 
underneath  that  commission?  Would  it 
not  be  more  prudent  to  give  a  little  time 
and  a  little  thought  prior  to  doing  some- 
thing of  this  nature? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  am  delighted  to  re- 
spond. V/e  did  discuss  this  in  commit- 
tee. It  is  an  established  index,  and  it  is 
true  that  20  percent  of  the  postal  pa- 
trons are,  in  fact,  individual  users,  but 
also  the  first-class  users  are  many  busi- 
nesses that  mail  to  their  customers  and 
their  general  constituencies. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  gentle- 
man is  not  willing  to  accept  that  index 
that  we  use  for  our  retirees. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  will  remind  the  gen- 
tleman that  the  amendment  was  con- 
sidered in  committee  and  defeated. 
Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  That  is  true. 
Mr.  HANLEY.  And  defeated. 
Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Very  narrowly. 
Mr.  HANLEY.  And  again,  at  that  time 
I  assured  the  author  that,  reasonably 
equipped,  we  would  conduct  a  series  of 
hearings  and  then  act  responsibly  on  the 
matter,  as  opposed  to  moving  in  the  di- 
rection of  compounding  the  problem  we 
already  have. 

Mr.  HANNAFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  HANNAFORD.  I  thank  the  chair- 
man for  yielding. 
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Would  the  gentleman  answer  this 
question:  If  the  amendment  were  passed, 
would  it  enable  us  to  adjust  any  of  the 
rates  above  the  cost  of  living?  In  other 
words,  would  it  not  lock  in  all  of  the 
rates  so  £hat  we  could  not  adjust  sec- 
ond-, third-,  and  fourth-class  mail  be- 
yond the  cost  of  living,  and  in  that  way 
preclude  the  opportunity  to  adjust  those 
classes  in  the  future? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  It  could  well  have  that 
effect.  As  I  have  already  related,  80  per- 
cent of  our  mail  happens  to  be  business 
mail. 

It  is  a  little  bit  difficult  to  associate 
that  usage  with  the  cost  of  the  index. 

Mr.  HANNAFORD.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to  strike 
the  last  word  and  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia asked  and  was  given  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  dislike  very  much 
to  find  myself  in  disagreement  with  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  but  I  think  that  the 
amendment  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Simon)  has  introduced  is  a  very  re- 
sponsible amendment. 

The  amendment  is  not  identical  to 
the  amendment  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois introduced  in  the  committee  in  that 
he  does  not  in  this  amendment  attempt 
to  abolish  the  Rate  Commission.  The  only 
disagreement  I  have  with  the  amendment 
is  that  he  has  not  attempted  to  abolish 
the  Rate  Commission. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  has 
taken  a  very  mild  approach.  He  is  giving 
us  an  opportunity  to  put  some  controls 
over  rate  increases  and  bring  some  sem- 
blance of  business-like  methods  to  the 
rate  problem  which  is  one  of  the  greatest 
problems  we  have  insofar  as  the  Postal 
Service  is  concerned. 

I  think  it  is  a  very  important  amend- 
ment. I  hope  we  will  support  it. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to.  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  feeling  that  at  this  point  because 
o'  the  complexity  of  this  bill,  and  the 
frustrations  that  Members  have  with  the 
Postal  Service,  that  few  Members  are 
really  listening  to  something  as  intri- 
cate as  this  amendment. 

Let  me  say,  first  of  all,  that  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon)  Is  an 
old  friend  of  mine.  I  respect  him  as 


being  one  of  the  more  dedicated  public 
officials  in  our  generation  but,  frankly, 
this  is  not  a  workable  amendment  from 
just  a  logistical  point  of  view.  What 
this  amendment  would  do  is  to  create 
periodic  gyrations  in  postal  rates  that 
would  befuddle  the  public  and  befuddle 
the  major  users  of  the  mails  and  would 
create  administrative  problems.  It  really 
is  not  the  answer  to  the  postal  rate  issue. 

If  we  could  ever  get  this  bill  back  to 
the  committee  where  it  belongs,  if  we 
could  work  out  a  practical  formula  to 
limit  rates  and  then  attach  to  it  a  sort 
of  post  condition  similar  to  the  proposal 
being  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Illi- 
nois it  might  well  make  sense.  But,  frank- 
ly, at  this  time  the  acceptance  of  this 
amendment  would  make  the  functioning 
of  the  Rate  Commission  and  the  calcu- 
lations of  the  Postal  Service  for  short 
term  rates  almost  unworkable. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SIMON.  The  gentleman  says  that 
this  amendment  would  cause  periodic 
gyrations  of  postal  rates.  Is  it  not  true 
that  this  amendment  restricts  the 
amount?  It  restricts  that  gyration  and 
also  restricts  the  period,  in  fact  it  does 
just  the  opposite  of  what  the  gentleman 
has  suggested  it  would  do. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  It  does  not.  From 
an  administrative  standpoint,  if  the  fig- 
ures involved  in  the  cost-of-living  in- 
dex would  have  applicability  to  the  pos- 
tal rates,  it  would  mean  that  we  would 
get  into  rate  adjustments  in  terms  of 
half  cents,  and  so  forth,  and  that  would 
make  it  an  extremely  difficult  manage- 
ment operation  for  the  Postal  Service. 
This  would  also  be  imposing  an  artificial 
condition  that  does  not  necessarily  ap- 
ply to  the  economics  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

Please  understand  I  am  not  saying  that 
this  amendment  does  not  have  an  under- 
standable element  to  it,  but  right  at  this 
point  it  is  not  the  practical  time  to 
apply  it  to  a  situation  where  there  is  al- 
ready a  state  of  flux  in  the  postal  rate 
situation.  If  this  amendment  were  to  pass 
and  the  gentleman's  language  would  im- 
mediately apply,  the  Postal  Service  would 
face  an  unanticipated  and  major  short- 
fall. Really  what  I  am  saying  is  the  gen- 
tleman's intentions  would  have  a  certain 
practical  approach  if  the  situation  we 
face  were  so  clear  cut  that  we  could  then 
apply  the  complexities  of  this  proposal. 
It  is  not  really  so. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California,  even  though  the 
gentleman  is  not  on  the  right  side  of  this 
issue. 
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Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Actually  this  is  a  prohibition  against 
unwarranted  raises  in  postal  rates  that 
is  well  protected  by  the  amendment  my 
colleagues,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Simon),  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Hinshaw)  ,  both  mem- 
bers of  the  committee.  They  say  that  al- 
though it  is  attached  to  the  Consumer 
Price  Index,  there  may  not  be  more  than 
one  raise  in  postage  rates  per  year,  and 
it  is  still  subject  to  the  Rate  Commis- 
sion's supervision.  So  I  think  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  and 
my  colleague  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia, have  done  an  excellent  job  with 
this  amendment  in  making  sure  that  the 
gyrations  to  which  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski) 
refers  are  eliminated.  Those  increases  are 
prohibited;  and  there  are  adequate  pro- 
tections in  the  total  amendment  that  I 
think  we  need  to  apply  to  the  Postal 
Service. 

I  am  sure  that  my  colleague  would 
want  to  provide  those  kinds  of  prohibi- 
tions and  protections. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  do,  but  let  me  ex- 
plain that  evidently  logic  in  southern 
California  and  southern  Illinois  does  not 
directly  relate  to  the  absolute  fact  of 
life  in  the  Postal  Service.  Once  we  estab- 
lish for  a  reasonable  period  of  time  a  rate 
structure  in  which  we  could  solve  the  de- 
bate over  allocations  of  costs,  then  an 
amendment  of  this  nature  has  merit;  but 
we  are  nowhere  near  that  position  yet, 
and  this  amendment  would  make  it  al- 
most impossible  to  work  out  a  practical 
rate  structure  for  the  Postal  Service. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Simon). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Simon)  there 
were — ayes  22,  noes  32. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BY  MRS.  SCHROEDER 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendments  offered  by  Mrs.  Schroedur: 
On  page  22,  line  3,  after  the  section  des- 
ignation "(9)"  insert  the  designation  "(a)"; 
and 

On  page  22,  after  line  9,  insert  the  follow- 
ing: 

(b)  Section  3622  (b)  (3)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  "(3)  the  requirement  that  each 
class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail  service  bear  the 
direct  and  indirect  postal  costs  attributable 
to  that  class  of  mall  or  type  (including  the 
costs  caused  by  variability  with  volume,  and 
all  of  the  costs  caused  by  the  collection, 
transportation,  processing,  storing,  and  deliv- 
ery of  each  class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail  serv- 
ice) ,  plus  that  portion  of  all  other  postal  costs 
reasonably  assignable  to  such  class  or  type 
except  that  the  revenue  received  from  rates 


for  mail  under  former  sections  4358,  4452  (b)  . 
and  (c),  and  4554  (b)  and  (c)  shall  not,  on 
and  after  the  first  day  of  the  sixteenth  year 
following  the  effective  date  of  the  first  rate 
decision  applicable  to  those  classes  and  kinds, 
exceed  those  proposed  changes  in  the  rates 
of  postage,  and  in  fees  for  postal  service,  re- 
quested on  September  18,  1975,  by  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing 
Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  R76- 
1,  for  those  classes  of  mail.  Not  later  than 
thirty  days  after  the  conclusion  of  any  rate 
case  involving  these  classes  of  mail,  the  Post- 
al Service  shall  report  to  the  appropriate 
Committees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate-  an 
estimate  of  the  revenue  to  be  obtained  by  ap- 
plication of  this  subsection  and  its  appropri- 
ate separate  rate  schedule  and  an  estimate  of 
the  revenue  which  would  be  obtained  if  sec- 
tion 3622  were  applicable  to  these  classes  of 
mail  for  the  succeeding  twelve  month  pe- 
riod."; and 

On  page  22,  line  12,  strike  the  word  "there- 
of" and  insert  In  lieu  of  this  word  the  words 
"of  section  3626";  and 

Strike  the  language  from  page  26,  line 
24,  through  page  32,  line  26. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER  (during  the  read- 
ing). Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendments  be  con- 
sidered as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  the 
gentlewoman  how  long  the  amendments 
are  in  printed  form? 

Mrs.  tTCHROEDER.  They  are  about 
one  page. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Will  the  gentlewom- 
an be  prepared  to  give  us  the  detailed 
explanation  that  I  think  complex  amend- 
ments like  this  would  require? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  think  I  under- 
stand it  enough  to  give  the  gentleman 
a  detailed  explanation.  I  would  be  more 
than  happy  to. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  amend- 
ments be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mrs.  SCHROEDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  amendment  will  do  three  things. 
First,  it  will  establish  what  was  the  in- 
tent of  Congress  in  passing  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970— that  each 
class  of  mail  pay  those  direct  and  indi- 
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rect  costs  which  are  attributable  to  its 
processing.  Second,  it  will  protect  those 
classes  of  mail  which  Congress  has  long 
considered  to  be  charitable  or  nonprofit 
from  large  rate  hikes  in  the  future. 
Third,  it  will  strike  from  H.R.  8603  the 
provision — section  12 — which  sets  up  a 
2-year-long  study  commission  to  make 
recommendations  about  post  rates. 

When  the  Post  Reorganization  Act 
passed  Congress  in  1970,  it  was  with  the 
stated  intent  that  eventually  the  Postal 
Service  would  become  self-sufficient,  and 
that  each  class  of  mail  or  mail  service 
would  eventually  pay  its  own  way. 

Section  3622(b)  of  title  39  of  the 
United  States  Code  contains  the  essence 
of  the  ratemaking  guidelines  which  the 
Congress  gave  to  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission. It  contains  the  requirement  that 
each  class  of  mail  or  type  of  mail  service 
bear  the  direct  and  indirect  postal  costs 
attributable  to  that  class  or  type  of  mail 
service.  All  other  costs — namely,  fixed 
costs  or  overhead — should  be  assigned 
on  a  reasonable  basis. 

I  believe  that  the  irtent  of  Congress 
was  clear — as  the  House  committee  re- 
port stated : 

Rates  are  to  be  set  so  that  each  class  of 
service  pays  at  least  its  own  identifiable 
costs. 

But  in  practice,  the  Postal  Service  has 
used  a  cost  allocation  formula  which 
defies  commonsense — not  to  mention 
most  accounting  principles — and  has 
worked  out  a  complex  system  whereby 
its  attributable  costs  are  only  half  its 
total  costs,  and  its  fixed  costs  constitute 
the  other  half.  When  any  business  can- 
not figure  out  what  its  goods  or  services 
are  costing  it,  it  is  asking  for  trouble. 

For  its  second  step  of  tortured  logic, 
the  Postal  Service  then  assigns  to  first 
class  mail  the  bulk  of  its  fixed  costs.  The 
reasoning  here  is  based  on  a  complex 
sounding  principle  called  the  "Inverse 
Elasticity  Rule."  What  it  means  is  that 
since  the  Postal  Service  has  a  legal  mo- 
nopoly on  the  delivery  of  first  class  mail, 
people  who  want  or  need  to  use  first  class 
mail  must  pay  whatever  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice charges.  The  catch  is  that  because 
first  class  users  have,  by  law,  no  alterna- 
tive to  the  Postal  Service,  the  demand 
for  first  class  is  held  to  be  "elastic" — 
and  therefore  the  Postal  Service  can 
charge  whatever  the  traffic  will  bear.  And 
it  does. 

I  believe  that  because  of  the  costing 
system  used  by  the  Postal  Service  first 
class  users  now  pay  about  2  cents  more 
for  a  first  class  stamp  than  they  should. 
This  constitutes,  in  my  opinion,  a  hidden 
annual  subsidy  of  more  than  $1  billion 
which  runs  from  first  class  users  to  other 
mail  users.  A  similar  accounting  princi- 
ple applied  to  bread — would  have  people 


who  eat  bread — nearly  everybody — pay- 
ing extra  for  bread  to  subsidize  those 
who  eat  cake. 

I  personally  am  willing  to  subsidize 
other  classes  of  mail  which  have  certain 
values  and  therefore  perhaps  should  not 
be  expected  to  fully  pay  their  way,  My 
amendment  speaks  to  this  question.  But, 
it  would  be  great  to  know  all  the  facts 
before  voting  such  subsidies.  At  the  pres- 
ent time,  this  is  not  possible. 

It  is  time  that  we  make  the  Postal 
Service  adhere  to  the  principle,  I  do  not 
think  that  first-class  users  should  con- 
tinue to  subsidize  the  rest  of  the  Postal 
Service.  It  amounts  to  taxation  by  ad- 
ministrative fiat. 

With  my  amendment  we  would  know 
exactly  what  the  subsidy  was.  I  think 
when  this  bill  was  discussed  before,  we 
talked  about  the  fact  that  first-class 
mail  users  are  subsidizing  other  classes 
to  the  tune  of  about  a  billion  dollars  a 
year.  I  think  those  Members  who  are 
from  the  following  States  should  really 
listen:  Massachusetts,  Maine,  Louisiana, 
Connecticut,  Vermont,  Pennsylvania, 
Rhode  Island,  Washington,  Arkansas,  Il- 
linois, Iowa,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma, 
and  soon  to  be  Texas.  I  say  this  because 
the  State  Attorney  General  in  Massa- 
chusetts has  started  a  suit  and  these 
States  have  joined  with  him  asking  that 
the  first-class  rates  be  held  at  10  cents 
and  their  contention  is  if  the  rate  goes 
to  13  cents  that  is  really  unconscionable 
and  we  will  be  putting  too  much  of  a 
burden  on  the  first-class  users  to  sub- 
sidize all  other  classes  of  mail.  They  also 
state  there  has  been  a  117-percent  rate 
increase  in  the  first-class  area  since 
1971,  when  the  Postal  Service  took  over. 
They  feel  very  strongly  the  first-class 
rate  has  gone  up  very  adequately  and  is 
being  used  indirectly  as  a  backdoor  sub- 
sidy for  other  classes. 

My  amendment  would  force  the  Postal 
Service  to  equitably  attribute  costs.  And 
by  clarifying  the  language  in  section  3622 
(b)  as  to  what  constitutes  "direct  and  in- 
direct costs,"  I  believe  that  we  might  be 
able  to  put  behind  us  the  ridiculous  cir- 
cumstances whereby  the  rate  setting 
process  now  takes  about  2  years  rather 
than  the  90  days  originally  envisioned  by 
Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  second  part  of  my 
amendment  meets  the  objections  which 
were  made  to  my  amendment  offered  on 
September  29.  That  is,  some  have  argued 
that  by  making  the  various  classes  of 
mail  pay  their  own  way,  we  were  going  to 
make  charitable  and  nonprofit  mailers 
pay  more  than  they  can  afford  to  and 
thus  run  them  out  of  business.  As  I 
stated  on  September  29,  I  do  not  believe 
that  this  would  happen  and  that  I  favor 
the  continuation  of  the  preferential  rates 
which  these  mail  classes  receive — includ- 
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ing  their  subsidies.  On  September  29,  I 
believed  that  the  language  of  our  pres- 
ent law — with  its  16-year  phase  in  of  full 
rates  for  charitable  and  nonprofit  mail- 
ers— was  enough  of  a  saving  clause.  But 
to  meet  this  objection,  the  amendment  I 
am  offering  today  will  freeze  postal  rates 
for  certain  classes  at  the  ceilings  con- 
tained in  the  Postal  Service's  own  rate 
increase  proposal  of  September  18,  1975. 
I  will  note  that  these  proposed  rates  do 
not  reflect  what  these  mailers  actually 
pay — as  they  are  subject  to  phasing  in 
and  a  public  service  subsidy,  so  the  full 
levels  of  the  proposed  rates,  until  1987,  or 
will  not  go  into  effect  12  years  to  come. 
This  means  that  the  mail  going  into 
these  classes  will  have  measurable  and 
assured  rates,  no  matter  what  the  effect 
of  my  amendment  is  on  other  classes. 

The  following  classes  v/ill  be  protected: 

First.  Second  class,  or  periodical,  pub- 
lications, covered  by  section  4358  of  the 
former  law.  Publications  allowed  to  be 
mailed  under  these  lower  rates  include 
those  for  classroom  or  religious  instruc- 
tion, those  of  religious,  educational, 
scientific,  philanthropic,  agricultural, 
labor,  veteran's  fraternal  and  associa- 
tions of  rural  electric  cooperatives  pro- 
gram announcements  or  guides  pub- 
lished by  State  educational  radio  or  TV, 
and  those  devoted  to  the  science  of  ag- 
riculture. Also,  and  very  importantly, 
this  section  covers  small  publications 
mailed  in  county — such  things  as  weekly 
rural  newspapers. 

The  subsidies  the  taxpayers  now  gives 
these  classes  includes  $83.9  million  in 
phasing  and  $41.4  million  in  continuing 
appropriations.  These  levels  would  rise  to 
$122.8  million  in  phasing  and  $35.0  mil- 
lion in  continuing  appropriations  under 
the  new  rate  proposal. 

Second.  Nonprofit  rate  bulk  mail  in  the 
third  class,  as  covered  by  Section  4452 
(b)  and  (c)  of  the  former  language  of 
title  39  of  the  United  States  Code.  The 
"phasing"  appropriation  for  this  class  is 
now  set  at  $70  million  and  the  Postal 
Service  proposal  would  increase  this  to 
$88.8  million.  Continuing  appropriations 
are  also  ear  marked  for  this  mail  class 
by  the  Postal  Service.  This  funding  level 
is  now  $182.5  million  and  the  proposed 
rates  would  increase  the  level  to  $260.8 
million. 

Third.  Preferred  rate  publications,  as 
covered  by  section  4554  (b)  and  (c)  of 
the  former  law,  this  is  the  so-called  li- 
brary rate.  Right  now  the  phasing  sub- 
sidy for  this  class  is  $7  million  with  an 
additional  $21.2  million  earmarked  for 
continuing  appropriations.  These  levels 
would  rise  to  $14.9  and  $13.1  millions  re- 
spectively under  the  new  Postal  Service 
rate  proposal  and  would  remain  un- 
affected. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  third  part  of  my 
amendment  will  eliminate  from  H.R.  8603 
the  part  of  the  bill  calling  for  a  Study 
Commission  on  Postal  Rates.  Sometimes 
studies  are  good  things.  But,  this  issue 
has  been  studied  to  death  already. 

It  was  studied  by  the  Post  Office  De- 
partment many  times  before  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  1970  was  passed. 

It  has  been  the  subject  of  lengthy  ad- 
versary proceedings  in  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission.  Two  cases,  of  a  iy2  and  2 
years  of  length,  have  been  litigated  on 
the  matter.  The  costs  of  each  case  have 
been  in  the  millions.  I  fail  to  see  any 
worth  to  another  study  other  than  as 
window  dressing  which  purports  to  tell 
our  mail  users  that  we  are  trying  to  get 
postal  rates  under  control. " 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  looking  at  the  second  part  of  the  gen- 
tlewoman's amendment,  I  see  she  in  ef- 
fect freezes  nonprofit  rates  at  a  particu- 
lar level  for  16  years,  but  when  we  try 
to.  find  out  where  she  freezes  them  we 
discover  nobody  knows.  What  the  gentle- 
woman does  is  freeze  rates  not  at  the 
levels  set  by  the  Rate  Commission's  de- 
termination but  at  the  rate  now  being 
requested  by  this  Postal  Service  Board 
of  Directors  that  everybody  just  voted 
so  vehemently  against.  Would  the  gentle- 
woman tell  us  what  that  rate  structure 
is  in  the  R76-1  she  is  going  to  freeze  into 
the  statute? 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  It  is  very  complex. 
I  have  the  rate  at  the  desk  and  I  can 
show  it  to  anyone.  I  believe  it  is  about 
20  percent  higher  than  it  was  before  on 
the  average.  It  is  based  on  suggested  1975 
rate  structure.  The  policy  would  be  to 
hold  the  charitable/nonprofit  mail  at 
that  level  and  change  the  accounting 
system,  and  then  we  may  eventually  wish 
to  deal  with  the  whole  rate  problem,  and 
I  assume  that  we  do,  because  of  the 
provision  for  a  study  of  the  rate  structure 
in  this  bill.  I  do  not  think  we  can  even 
study  the  rate  structure  until  we  have 
the  facts.  I  think  this  amendment  will 
help  us  get  the  facts  and  we  as  a  body 
can  decide. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Costing  methodology  is  probably  the 
most  complex  aspect  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service.  I  must  remind  the  House  that 
this  subject  was  not  brought  up  at  all  in 
the  committee,  let  alone  any  hearings 
held  on  it. 

The   methodology   embraced  by   this 
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amendment  was  in  part  rejected  some 
time  ago  by  the  Rate  Commission. 

Again  we  are  dealing  with  an  extreme- 
ly complex  subject  matter  that  I  would 
hope  very  much  would  not  be  decided  in 
the  course  of  a  few  minutes  that  we  have 
been  here  on  the  floor  today.  This  is  a 
subject  matter  that  deserves  the  full  at- 
tention of  the  committee  through  the 
hearing  process. 

So  all  I  am  saying  essentially  is  that 
we  are  dealing  with  an  extremely  com- 
plex situation  and  I  would  hope  very 
much  we  would  not  attempt  to  dispose 
of  it  in  the  affirmative  and  in  so  doing 
create  another  major  problem  than  the 
Herculean  one  that  we  are  already  deal- 
ing with. 

I  would  hope  very  much  that  the 
amendment  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder)  be  voted 
down. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
I  recall  correctly,  we  do  have  in  this  bill 
a  provision  to  set  up  a  Commission  to 
study  the  public  service.  It  is,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  gentleman's  intention,  and 
it  was  our  intention  in  the  committee 
that  this  Commission  in  large  measure 
address  itself  to  this  subject,  the  alloca- 
tion of  public  service  that  is  reflected  in 
costs. 

In  effect,  we  have  a  mechanism  in  this 
bill  that  will  in  fair  measure  serve  the 
areas  addressed  by  the  gentlewoman's 
amendment. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen- 
tleman makes  a  very  good  point  and 
a  worthwhile  contribution  here.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  bill  provides  for  the  crea- 
tion of  a  five-person  study  commission 
which  will  be  charged  with  making  rec- 
ommendations on  questions  such  as  cost- 
ing methodology  for  rates  and  the  ap- 
propriate level  of  public  service  appro- 
priations. 

So  matters  of  the  nature  suggested 
by  the  gentlewoman  from  Colorado  (Mrs. 
Schroeder)  and  the  previous  amendment 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Si- 
mon) all  should  be  brought  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  study  commission  in  concert 
with  the  action  of  the  Legislative  Com- 
mittee, so  that  we  do  think,  hopefully, 
prudently  and  responsibly. 

Mr.  DEL  CLAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  DEL  CLAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  your  reference  to  methodology,  if  this 
amendment  carries,  would  all  the  classes 
of  mail  receive  the  same  treatment  and 
be  delivered  at  the  same  time,  or  would 
first-class  mail  receive  special  treatment? 


Mr.  HANLEY.  Well,  the  contentions  in 
the  Winner  decision,  and  this  would  be 
applicable  in  this  case,  would  be  that 
the  first-class  patron  paid  more  than  his 
or  her  share.  The  theory  wras  specifically 
reversed  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 
So  I  think  it  really  is  a  ball  of  wax  that 
is  extremely  complex  and  could  have 
very  serious  ramifications. 

Mr.  DEL  CLAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  appreciate  the  response  of  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER,  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  say  several  things.  I  think 
the  rate  structure  has  been  studied  over 
and  over  again.  We  got  the  present  Post- 
al Service  from  the  results  of  a  study, 
so  I  am  sure  that  more  studies  are  not  the 
answer,  especially  without  the  facts.  The 
administrative  judge  in  the  rate  case  did 
study  the  law.  There  were  hearings  in 
Congress  when  the  Postal  Reform  Act 
was  adopted  and  it  was  determined  by 
the  Congress  that  this  is  how  the  Postal 
Service  should  keep  their  books. 

We  now  have  14  States  joining  to- 
gether in  a  suit  to  have  the  Post  Office 
should  keep  their  books  in  the  same  man- 
ner the  law  states  and  the  judge  ruled. 
You  said  the  Postal  Commission  over- 
ruled the  judge  but  no  one  here  even 
knows  who  Is  on  the  rate  commissions 
and  there  were  no  reasons  given  by  the 
commission  for  their  decision.  It  was 
just  kind  of  a  pro  forma  decision  prob- 
ably one  of  the  most  poorly  documented 
decisions  I  have  ever  seen  written. 

I  think  the  Congress  has  an  awful  lot 
of  responsibility  to  bear  here.  I  think 
the  firm  mandate  we  gave  the  Postal 
Service  to  attribute  their  costs  to  dif- 
ferent classes  of  mail  has  been  ignored 
and  we  should  insist  on  it,  rather  than 
telling  the  Postal  Service  continue  on  the 
way  they  have,  the  facts  might  help  us 
to  be  more  constructive  in  the  future  in 
the  committee  as  we  are  dealing  with  this 
very  difficult  issue  of  what  to  do  about 
the  Postal  Service. 

Now  we  are  really  groping  in  the  dark 
and  do  not  have  the  facts  on  the  costs 
of  the  different  classes  of  mail.  There  are 
estimates  that  first  class  mail  users 
spend  a  billion  dollars  a  year  more  than 
they  should. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Just  to  clarify  a  point, 
unfortunately  there  was  no  congression- 
ally  mandated  study  commission  pre- 
vious to  the  Reform  Act  of  1970.  Had 
that  been  the  case,  I  am  confident  that 
we  would  not  be  in  the  trouble  we  are  in 
today,  but  there  was  no  study  commis- 
sion back  then.  That  was  a  surge  from 
outside,  influences  that  influenced  the 
Congress,  which  went  helter  skelter  in 
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the  direction  of  reform. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  We  had  the  Kap- 
pel  Commission  that  Congress  funded. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  That  was  a  Presidential 
commission,  not  a  congressionally  man- 
dated commission. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gentle- 
woman from  Colorado  (Mrs.  Schroeder)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi- 
sion (demanded  by  Mrs.  Schroeder) 
there  were — ayes  16;  noes  31. 

So  the  amendments  were  rejected. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.    ROUSSELOT 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of- 
fer an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rousselot: 
Page  32,  insert  immediately  after  line  26  the 
following: 

Sec.  16.  (a)  Chapter  6  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  sec- 
tions 601  and  602,  and  by  redesignating  sec- 
tion 603  through  section  606  as  section  601 
through  section  604,  respectively. 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  6  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 
"Sec 

"601.  Searches  authorized. 
"602.  Seizing  and  detaining  letters, 
"603.  Searching  vessels  for  letters. 
"604.  Disposition  of  seized  mail.". 

Sec.  17.  (a)(1)  Chapter  83  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  sections  1694,   1695,   1696,  and  1697. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  83 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  items  relating  to  sec- 
tions  1694,    1695,    1696,   and   1697. 

(b)  Section  1698  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than 
letters  or  packages  carried  by  private  ex- 
press) "  immediately  after  "cargo". 

(c)  Section  1699  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "except  where 
carried  by  private  express  and"  immediately 
after  "nearest  post  office,"  and  immediately 
after  "under  my  power  ox  control,". 

Mr.  SYMMS  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  One  hundred  one  Members  are 
present,  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  amendment. 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
ironic  that  if  we  are  unsuccessful  in  re- 
pealing the  private  express  statutes  to- 
day, modern  technology  will  end  the 
Postal  monopoly  over  first-class  mail  in 
a  very  few  years  without  a  fight.  Accord- 
ing to  an  in-house  study  conducted  by 
the  Postal  Service,  the  volume  of  first- 
class  mail  Is  being  reduced  steadily  by 


the  industry  and  Government  use  of 
electronic  mail  which  is  sometimes  re- 
ferred to  as  EFTS  or  electronic  funds 
transfer  system. 

It  is  estimated  that  by  the  year  1985, 
38  percent  of  all  first-class  mail  will  be 
sent  by  an  electronic  message.  Ten  per- 
cent of  all  social  security  checks  are  cur- 
rently being  electronically  transferred 
directly  to  the  recipients  bank.  The 
Postal  study  further  reveals  that  by  1985, 
nearly  60  percent  of  all  transactional 
first-class  mail  will  be  sent  outside  the 
postal  system.  This  statistic  is  more  dra- 
matic since  it  is  the  transactional  mail 
which  represents  the  "cream"  which 
would  be  "skimmed"  by  repealing  the 
private  express  statutes.  Transactional 
mail  contains  the  lucrative  computerized 
and  presorted  billings  and  advertising 
which  are  sent  at  the  first  of  each  month. 
For  example,  American  Express  would 
no  longer  send  through  the  mail  a 
monthly  statement  of  purchases  since 
the  money  from  the  purchaser's  account 
would  automatically  be  transferred  to 
the  seller's  bank  when  the  sale  was  made. 
I  think  that  it  is  important  to  include 
these  facts  in  a  discussion  of  the  private 
express  statutes  because  historically, 
Americans  have  found  faster  and  more 
efficient  ways  of  transferring  their  mes- 
sages. A  good  example  is  the  Pony  Ex- 
press, which  was  a  private  initiative  to 
deliver  letters  in  days  which  normally 
took  months  to  receive. 

The  postal  monopoly  on  first-class 
mail  will  be  eliminated,  because  private 
industry  cannot  afford  the  luxury  of  an 
inefficient  postal  system. 

In  a  recent  newsletter  to  my  con- 
stituents, I  asked  whether  or  not  they 
favored  the  repeal  of  the  private  express 
statutes.  The  results  of  the  poll  indicate 
that  75  percent  of  those  who  returned 
the  questionnaire  believe  that  private 
corporations  should  be  allowed  to  carry 
first-class  mail. 

Time  and  Sports  Illustrated  magazines 
are  now  experimenting  with  home  deliv- 
ery by  newspapers  carriers  as  an  alter- 
native to  the  sharply  rising  costs  of  mail 
delivery.  Time  Inc.  has  also  contracted 
with  National  Postal  Service,  a  privately 
owned  company,  for  the  delivery  of  Time 
and  four  monthly  magazines  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  area.  Dow  Jones  is  also 
experimenting  with  the  delivery  of  the 
Wall  Street  Journal  through  a  news- 
paper carrier  network  in  urban  areas. 
Even  the  Federal  agencies  are  using  pri- 
vate carriers,  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration has  estimated  that  ap- 
proximately $5  million  of  business  was 
conducted  with  private  postal  corpora- 
tions in  1974. 

Presently  there  are  11  privately  owned 
postal  services,  carrying  second-,  third-, 
and  fourth-class  mail  in  various  parts 
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of  the  United  States  and  these  firms  are 
attracting  sufficient  business  to  support 
their  continuation. 

The  privately  owned  United  Parcel 
Service  has  continued  to  attract  custom- 
ers away  from  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
and  now  delivers  more  packages  than 
the  Postal  Service.  It  damages  only  one 
package  for  every  five  damaged  by  the 
Postal  Service  and  its  rates  are  cheaper. 
Yet  is  continues  to  make  substantial 
profits  and  produces  revenues  to  the 
Government  by  paying  taxes  on  the 
profits. 

Americans  will  be  subsidizing  the  Pos- 
tal Service  to  a  tune  of  $3.1  billion 
this  year  if  this  legislation  passes. 
This  fact  combined  with  increased  pos- 
tal rates  shows  that  the  Postal  Reorgani- 
zation Act  has  not  worked.  It  is  time  to 
make  the  Postal  Service  competitive 
with  private  enterprise,  it  is  time  to 
have  tax  dollars  from  private  postal  cor- 
porations coming  into  the  General 
Treasury  rather  than  billions  being 
spent  on  an  organization  which  does  not 
even  have  the  right  to  layoff  its  employ- 
ees. Let  us  not  make  the  same  mistake 
3  years  hence  that  we  did  this  year  in 
postal  contract  negotiations  and  allow 
the  postal  unions  to  threaten  to  strike 
if  they  do  not  get  the  terms  that  they 
demand. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  yes  for 
the  repeal  of  the  private  express  statutes. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms)  . 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  I  would  like  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  for  his  statement  and  for 
putting  this  amendment  before  this 
House.  I  would  say  to  the  members  of 
the  committee  that  we  have  been  debat- 
ing about  all  these  problems  in  the  Post 
Office  for  many  years.  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  the  3  years  I  have  been  here  we  have 
debated  the  problems  of  Postal  Service 
delivery,  but  we  have  always  avoided 
the  subject  of  monopoly.  We  hear  a  great 
hue  and  cry  around  here  about  oil  mo- 
nopolies and  other  kinds  of  business  mo- 
nopolies that  may  come  as  a  result  of 
Government  regulations  or  market  ad- 
vances that  may  be  achieved  through 
large  capital  formations,  and  so  forth. 

But  nobody  ever  talks  about  the  postal 
monopoly.  That  is  what  is  wrong  with 
the  Post  Office.  Alittle  competition  would 
probably  be  good  for  them. 

As  to  a  comparison  of  rates  for  postal 
service  with  those  of  other  businesses, 
one  of  the  problems  is  the  lack  of  com- 
petition because  the  Government  has 
imposed  this  monopoly. 

Does  the  gentleman  know  when  it  was 
that  this  monopoly  began?  What  year 
was  that? 


Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  were  different  phases  of  this  devel- 
opment, and  the  laws  have  been  tight- 
ened from  time  to  time  to  protect  the 
monopoly  which  the  Post  Office  main- 
tains. Of  course,  the  Post  Office  service 
had  existed  previously  in  this  country 
by  contract  to  private  carriers,  includ- 
ing Wells  Fargo. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
understand  it,  the  post  office  did  not  en- 
joy its  monopoly  until  about  1850. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rousse- 
lot)  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Rous- 
selot  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Congress  has  consistently  added  laws 
which  have  in  effect  given  the  Postal 
Service  the  kind  of  monopoly  to  which 
the  gentleman  refers.  It  is  true  that  in 
1850,  or  in  that  general  time  period,  we 
really  began  to  prevent  other  services 
from  delivering  to  households  on  a  first- 
class  mail  basis. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  under- 
stand at  one  time  in  the  early  part  of 
the  19th  century  they  used  to  have  4- 
day  deliveries  in  New  York  City  with 
private  postal  carriers  competing  against 
the  U.S.  Post  Office.  The  rates  were  much 
higher,  but  the  business  community  chose 
to  use  those  private  carriers  in  many 
instances. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  That  was  because 
the  service  was  so  much  quicker  and  they 
did  not  have  to  carry  it  down  the  road 
75  miles  to  get  it  sorted. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  understand  that  actur 
ally  95  percent  of  all  the  mail  prior  to 
1850  was  carried  by  private  carriers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of  the 
gentleman's  amendment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  support. 

Looking  at  the  history  of  the  mail  de- 
livery service  when  it  was  originally 
started  under  the  Federal  Government, 
most  of  it  was  done  on  a  contract  basis 
by  carriers.  It  was  only  in  the  more  re- 
cent^ years  that  we  gave  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice a  total  monopoly,  and  that  was  when 
many  of  our  problems  began. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  my  good  friend  and  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Ford)  ,  so  that  he  may  further  enlighten 
us  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  two  gentlemen 
from  the  Far  West,  the  gentleman  in  the 
well  and  the  gentleman  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms),  if  they  have  any  information 
about  who  there  might  be  in  private  en- 
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terprise  who  would  be  ready,  willing,  and 
able  to  take  over  the  rural  free  delivery. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can 
partially  answer  the  question. 

As  far  as  the  rural  free  delivery  is  con- 
cerned, the  Postal  Service  will  continue 
to  provide  that  service,  and  we  have  pro- 
vided all  kinds  of  subsidies  for  that  un- 
der the  appropriations  this  year. 

My  answer  to  my  colleague's  question 
is  that  I  believe  under  the  provisions  of 
my  amendment  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission, which  still  stands  in  place,  could, 
if  it  preferred,  license  others  for  given 
areas  in  order  to  insure  that  anyone  who 
did  provide  that  service  would  be  re- 
quired to  provide  it  for  the  whole  area 
they  intend  to  cover. 

In  further  answer  to  my  colleague's 
question,  there  are  many  companies  that 
are  not  only  prepared  to  go  into  this  busi- 
ness but  that  already  have  these  types  of 
similar  services  that  they  now  provide. 
In  many  cases  they  could  provide  the 
service  at  a  cheaper  price.  I  am  not  say- 
ing the  service  would  be  perfect,  but  I  do 
not  think  the  gentleman  professes  today 
that  the  Postal  Service  has  been  perfect 
in  its  delivery  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  (Mr.  Symms)  ,  who  I  am  sure  has 
other  ideas  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
have  some  other  ideas. 

Of  course,  we  have  the  United  Parcel 
Service,  which  now  delivers  in  many 
areas,  and  they  are  willing  to  deliver 
anywhere  in  the  country,  to  the  farms 
or  wherever  they  are  asked  to  go. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  They  deliver 
what  to  the  farms? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  They  deliver  fourth- 
class  mail  and  parcel  post. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Yes,  but  they 
will  not  deliver  social  security  checks  6 
miles  out  in  the  country. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  They  would  if  they  were 
allowed  to. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
the  gentleman  knows,  under  the  elec- 
tronic system  they  are  already  de- 
positing 10  percent  of  the  social  security 
checks  in  banks.  It  is  anticipated  that 
100  percent  of  social  security  checks  will 
be  directly  deposited  by  1985. 

Mr.   SYMMS.   Mr.   Chairman,   if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,   I  would 
like  to  say  also  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan   (Mr.  Ford) 
that  in  my  State  there  are  many  places 
far  removed  from  post  offices.  My  place 
is  about  10  miles  from  the  nearest  post 
office  or  the  nearest  town,  and  some  oi 
my  friends  live  40  or  50  miles  from  the 
nearest  town.  They  live  far  from  any 
post  office,  and  they  still  get  mail  and 
butter  and  eggs  and  ice  cream  delivered 
to   their   places;    yet   much   of   this   is 
perishable. 


So  I  say  we  should  let  the  people  who 
deliver  the  butter,  the  eggs,  and  the  ice 
cream  deliver  the  mail.  They  are  the 
people,  in  other  words,  who  serve  the 
marketplace. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

(Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman 
from  California  (Mr.  Rotjsselot)  for  the 
boldness  and  the  imaginativeness  of  his 
amendment. 

I  do  not  think  that  since  candidate 
Barry  Goldwater  proposed  turning  so- 
cial security  over  to  private  enterprise 
in  1964  I  have  heard  anything  as  bold 
and  as  imaginative  as  the  proposal  now 
being  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Rousselot)  . 

It  sounds  great,  does  it  not,  that  we 
would,  after  all  these  years,  throw  open 
the  free  enterprise  system  by  letting 
anybody  who  wants  to,  on  any  basis  he 
wants  to,  compete  with  the  Post  Office? 

I  heard  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
(Mr.  Symms)  say:     - 

If  they  can  deliver  butter  and  eggs  and 
other  perishables  on  a  rural  route,  they 
probably  could  deliver  mail,  too, 

If  they  could  get  the  price  they  are 
getting  for  butter  and  eggs  per  person 
or  per  trip  for  going  out  to  that  rural 
place,  maybe  they  will  be  able  to  deliver 
mail. 

There  is  not  any  question  that  there 
are  plenty  of  people  in  this  country 
ready,  willing,  and  able  to  take  the  cream 
off  the  top  of  the  bottle,  but  that  leaves 
the  other  people  who  will  have  to  depend 
on  what  is  left  of  the  Postal  Service  to 
bear  the  cost,  together  with  the  rest  of 
the  taxpayers. 

If  all  of  the  premium  mail — the  pre- 
mium mail  is  that  type  of  mail  that  now 
gets  dropped  out  of  an  office  building  in 
the  downtown  section  of  one  of  our  cities 
into  the  Postal  Service,  is  presorted, 
sorted  to  route,  sorted  to  building,  takes 
very  little  handling,  and  pays  off  hand- 
somely; it  is  profitable  mail  to  handle — 
if  all  of  that  is  turned  over  to  somebody 
to  skim  off,  then  what  are  we  going  to 
have  to  support  the  rest  of  the  PostaJ 
Service? 

There  is  no  place  in  the  United  States 
where  we  have  a  single  rural  route  that 
can  conceivably  pay  its  own  way.  This 
committee  is  fighting  now  with  the  Pos- 
tal Service  because  of  their  attempt  to 
close  some  4,000  small  post  offices  in 
small  communities  across  this  country 
by  depriving  the  people  of  a  subsidy 
system  to  accomplish  that. 

I  am  fully  aware  of  and  support  orga- 
nizations like  the  United  Parcel  Service. 
They  deliver  more  parcels  in  my  district, 
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I  suspect,  than  does  the  Post  Office  De- 
partment, but  the  problem  is  that  they 
do  not  yet  deliver  in  everybody's  neigh- 
borhood, and  they  are  not  likely  to  in  the 
foreseeable  future. 

I  know  about  the  people  who  are  will- 
ing to  pass  out  mail  in  the  highly  con- 
centrated areas  of  our  country,  but  I 
know  of  parts  of  the  State  of  Michigan 
that  will  never  have  access  to  that  kind 
of  distribution. 

If  we  take  the  cream  off  the  top  of 
the  bottle,  what  is  going  to  be  left  is 
going  to  be  awfully  bitter  for  cur  tax- 
payers and  users  who  live  outside  of  the 
range  of  the  cream  area;  it  will  be  bitter 
for  them  to  swallow  it. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Yes,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  most  appreciative  that  the  gentle- 
man from  Michigan  (Mr.  Ford)  is  mak- 
ing an  argument  that  is  absolutely  a  fact 
as  it  relates  to  rural  delivery  in  America. 
Certainly,  as  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee and  as  one  who  represents  one  of  the 
most  rural  districts,  I  will  not  let  the  op- 
portunity go  by  to  associate  myself  with 
the  gentleman's  argument  because  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  rural  delivery  in 
America  as  we  have  known  it  will  go  by 
the  board.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman's 
reasoning  and  argument  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Yes,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  gentleman 
knows  that  the  United  Parcel  Service 
now  is  certified  to  serve  the  entire  coun- 
try. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  No,  the  gentle- 
man does  not  know  that  the  United  Par- 
cel Service  now  serves  the  entire  country. 
I  think  it  crosses  the  country  and  is  in 
some  part  of  every  State,  but  they  are  not 
yet  in  all  parts  of  every  State. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  think  the  gentle- 
man is  right.  There  are  probably  some 
veiy  remote  places  which  they  do  not  go 
every  day.  But  UPS  is  in  fact  prepared  to 
serve  all  areas  of  the  country. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Like  the  en- 
tire western  part  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Even  the  Post  Of- 
fice Department,  I  might  say,  does  not 
cover  every  single  inch  of  Mount  Lassen. 
Let  me  also  say  that  there  is  nothing 
In  this  amendment  that  prevents  a  sub- 
sidy for  the  rural  system,  which  the  Post 
Office  now  provides.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  amendment  that  touches  that  at  all. 
Therefore,  the  gentleman  knows  full  well 
that  that  service  will  be  provided  on  a 
continuing  basis  but  it  is  also  possible 
that  in  many  cases,  a  private  system 
might  be  able  to  operate  just  as  well. 


Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  will  not  yield  further  to  the  gentleman. 

That  is  just  not  true. 
-The  fact  is  that  we  provide  the  legal 
basis  for  the  postal  corporation  to  col- 
lect and  deliver  mail  and  deny  private 
people  the  right  to  compete  with  them 
in  the  cream  areas. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier 
the  gentleman  made  a  comment  that  I 
do  not  think  we  ought  to  allow  to  slip  by. 
The  gentleman  said  this  was  the  most 
brilliant  idea  that  had  come  along  since 
Senator  Goldwater's  suggestion  that  the 
Social  Security  be  placed  in  the  private 
sector. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  the  gentleman  will  permit  me  to  inter- 
rupt, I  said  bold  and  imaginative,  cer- 
tainly not  brilliant. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Very  well,  bold  and 
imaginative.  But  I  think  there  has  been 
one  idea  in  between  that  I  think  has  been 
one  of  the  most  bold  and  imaginative 
ideas  and  that  was  the  suggestion  by  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alex- 
ander) of  bringing  the  Postal  Service 
back  into  the  Congress. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield?  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  would  like  to  in- 
quire of  the  author  of  the  amendment 
as  to  how  the  franked  mail  would  be 
handled  under  this  proposal. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  Mr.  Ford  of 
Michigan  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2 
additional  mniutes.) 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  of  Missouri.  I  just 
wanted  to  inquire  of  the  author  of  the 
amendment  if  this  amendment,  if 
adopted,  if  these  people  would  have  the 
opportunity  to  compete  with  the  franked 
mail. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  frankly  do  not 
believe  it  will  be  any  different  than  it  is 
under  present  law.  How  is  that?  I  am 
sure  the  Postal  Service 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  the  gentleman  will  pardon,  the 
gentleman  is  using  my  time. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  wanted  me  to  answer  his 
question. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  And  I  recall 
that  you  answered  by  saying  you  could 
not  answer  it. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  No,  I  started  to  say 
that  the  Postal  Service  will  continue  to 
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charge  the  Congress  for  the  franking 
service  at  $46  million  per  year. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  am  dis- 
tressed, Mr.  Chairman,  by  the  fact  that 
the  gentleman  has  offered  an  amend- 
ment and  does  not  know  what  is  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  will  .be  glad  to 
listen  to  the  gentleman's  filibuster. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  do  not  want 
to  offend  you. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  My  belief  is  the  Post 
Office  would  continue  to  provide  the 
franking  service  to  Congress,  but  if  they 
felt  that  they  could  provide  that  mail 
service  at  a  cheaper  price  the  Post  Office 
might  contract  it  out.  I  think  that  is  the 
way  it  should  be. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  might  add  that  one  of  the  serious  prob- 
lems that  we  have  had  with  the  Postal 
Corporation  since  its  inception  is  the 
games  that  they  have  been  playing  with 
contracting.  We  have  never  saved  the 
taxpayers  money  by  contracting  out,  or 
have  we  improved  service  by  contract- 
ing out  or  have  we  improved  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  service,  its  em- 
ployees and  the  customers  or  the  Con- 
gress. 

I  cannot  see  how  the  gentleman  can 
ask  this  House  at  this  time,  in  light  of 
the  already  expressed  animosity  toward 
the  Postal  Corporation,  to  give  that  board 
of  directors  further  unlimited  contract- 
ing authority. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  No;  I  did  not  say 
that  it  should  have  unlimited  authority 
to  contract  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman has  expired. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
and  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  apparently  many  of  my 
colleagues  have  looked  forward  to  this 
day,  and  a  number  of  the  Members  have 
looked  upon  it  as  a  "Destroy  the  Post 
Office  Day." 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  little  difficult  for 
me  to  conceive  that  the  knowledgeable 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rous- 
selot)  who  sits  on  this  committee,  would 
offer  this  amendment. 

When  one  talks  about  the  private  ex- 
press statute,  that  is  the  heart  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service,  as  it  was  with  its 
predecessor,  the  U.S.  Post  Office  Depart- 
ment. 

So,  already  we  have  said  to  the  Post- 
master General  that,  no,  we  are  not  go- 
ing to  give  you,  by  appropriation,  the 
money  you  need  to  run  the  institution. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  said  by 
no  means  do  we  want  you  to  raise  the 
postal  rates. 

So  now  we  tell  them,  look,  you  can  no 
longer  enjoy  your  monopoly  on  first  class 


mail  that  has  traditionally  been  given  to 
the  Post  Office  Department  since  the 
very  beginning. 

So  it  is  inconceivable  to  me  that  such 
overtures  continue  to  be  made. 

Whoever  the  Postmaster  General 
would  be  would  have  to  be  a  miracle  man 
to  be  able  to  operate  that  entity  under 
the  terms  that  some  folks  here  in  the 
Congress  suggest. 

I  think  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Ford)  has  eloquently  spelled  it  all 
out,  and  that  is  it  would  give  to  the 
private  entrepreneurs  the  right  in  effect 
to  skim  the  cream  off  the  crock. 

And  we  have  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  supporting  the  amendment  and 
yet  the  gentleman's  own  State  would  be 
one  of  those  that  would  suffer  the  most 
with  the  private  express  statute. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  When  I  finish  my  state- 
ment I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  sparsely  populated 
States  in  this  Nation  would  be  the  ones 
who  would  suffer  the  most  under  the 
provisions  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot)  .  The  cost  of  delivering  mail 
in  areas  such  as  that  would  be  prohibi- 
tive. 

So  how  in  the  world  do  we  expect 
the  Postmaster  General  to  run  that  or- 
ganization under  the  terms  that  some  of 
the  people  have  suggested  here  today? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

There  are  two  things  that  could  hap- 
pen. One  is  we  forget  that  there  are 
other  kinds  of  profits  besides  monetary 
profits.  Those  of  us  who  live  out  in  the 
great  Far  West  and  the  Pacific  North- 
west enjoy  the  smell  of  pines  in  the 
Palouse.  We  may  have  to  pay  more  to 
have  a  letter  delivered,  but  there  are 
other  compensating  benefits.  We  do  have 
good  telephone  service  even  though  we 
may  not  have  the  same  rates  for  all  the 
telephone  service,  but  we  do  have  good 
telephone  service.  Maybe  this  is  one  of 
the  trade-offs  one  may  have  if  he  lives 
up  in  the  great  area  of  the  Northwest 
country-  But  we  can  get  milk,  butter,  and 
eggs  delivered,  I  cannot  believe  that  the 
market  cannot  take  care  of  letters. 

In  answer  to  the  gentleman's  ques- 
tion, about  the  frank,  if  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  about  the  frank,  that 
is  a  problem  Congress  would  not  neces- 
sarily have  to  worry  about.  We  would 
let  the  market  take  its  course,  and  see 
what  happened. 

Mr.   HANLEY.  The  gentleman  men- 
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tlons  the  telephone  service  in  Idaho. 
The  people  In  Idaho  pay  their  full  share 
of  that  operation;  not  so  with  regard 
to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service.  It  costs  that 
Service  probably  in  excess  of  $1  for 
every  postal  patron.  This  cost  is  10  cents 
for  a  stamp.  So  I  would  hope  very  much 
that  commonsense  and  good  judgment 
will  prevail  here  today.  Please  do  not 
up  the  costs  further  by  adopting  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  am  not  going  to  support  the  amend- 
ment, but  I  think  the  amendment  clear- 
ly shows  how  desperate  some  people  will 
get  to  try  to  get  an  improved  mail  serv- 
ice. I  have  reached  the  place  where  I  am 
ready  to  vote  for  anything  to  get  the 
Postal  Corporation  out  of  business  and 
get  somebody  in  that  will  actually  start 
delivering  the  mail. 

Nine  days  ago  my  son  mailed  my 
glasses  from  Wichita,  Kans.,  which  is 
on  a  direct  air  route.  It  has  taken  two 
long  distance  calls,  to  try  to  find  out 
when  they  were  sent  and  how  they  were 
sent.  I  do  not  care  what  we  pay  for  mail 
services  today,  but  whatever  it  is,  it  is 
not  worth  it  with  the  kind  of  delivery 
we  are  receiving. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Again,  as  the  gentle- 
man related,  there  are  a  number  of  peo- 
ple who  say  that  they  are  well  served 
by  it. 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further  in  the  State  of  Kansas  in 
the  Fifth  District  of  Kansas  and  that 
is  the  only  group  I  can  speak  for.  They 
now  call  the  mail  service  the  Pony  Ex- 
press System  and  are  urging  the  Con- 
gress to  buy  faster  ponies. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  That  being  the  case, 
probably  the  gentleman  should  support 
the  Rousselot  amendment  and  the  peo- 
ple of  Kansas  spend  $2  for  delivery  of 
the  mail  by  a  private  entrepreneur.  I  do 
not  think  they  would  enjoy  that,  but  that 
is  what  they  would  be  doing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  are  too  many  brilliant  statements 
being  made  in  the  Chamber.  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Chair  announces  that  pursuant  to 
clause  2,  rule  XXHI,  he  will  vacate  pro- 
ceedings under  the  call  when  a  quorum  of 
the  Committee  appears. 

Members  will  record  their  presence  by 
electronic  device.  . 


The  call  was  taken  by  electronic  device. 

QUORUM    CALL    VACATED 

The  CHAIRMAN.  One  hundred  Mem- 
bers have  appeared.  A  quorum  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  is  present.  Pur- 
suant to  rule  XXTTI,  clause  2,  further 
proceedings  under  the  ©all  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  vacated. 

The  Committee  wall  resume  its  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words.  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  sympathize  with  what 
the  gentleman  is  trying  to  do.  I  think  the 
reality  is — and  I  would  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman to  comment  on  this  after  my 
brief  remarks — I  think  the  reality  is 
that  the  gentleman  is  not  sure  what 
would  happen.  My  good  friend,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Michigan  (Mr.  Ford)  and 
the  chairman  of  our  committee,  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
are  not  real  sure  what  would  happen.  It 
is  an  uncertain  area.  I  think  it  is  too 
uncertain  for  us  to  take  a  chance;  how- 
ever, I  would  like  to  see  a  different 
amendment,  an  amendment  that  I  would 
support,  which  would  say  let  us  take  two 
test  areas,  let  us  take  six  counties  In  one 
State  and  six  counties  in  another  and  let 
us  try  on  an  experimental  basis  and  let 
us  see  what  happens.  That  kind  of 
amendment,  I  think,  would  be  well 
worthwhile  and  I  would  support  that 
kind  of  amendment. 

Now  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rousse- 
lot) ,  if  the  gentleman  wishes  to  respond. 
Mr.   ROUSSELOT.   Mr.    Chairman,   I 
appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  do  not  ob- 
ject to  the  concept  the  gentleman  is  rec- 
ommending, that  is,  testing  it  in  given 
areas.  I  am  not  sure  that  that  kind  of 
testing  has  not  already  occurred,  say  in 
the  parcel  post  field  by  the  United  Parcel 
Service,  which  now  is  providing  this 
service  nationwide. 

I  believe  also  that  we  have  had 
enough  experimentation  by  private  com- 
panies that  are  now '  delivering  among 
their  many  offices  throughout  the  coun- 
try by  other  private  systems. 

Now,  I  believe  that  the  ICC  and  other 
regulatory  agencies  have  more  than 
enough  legislative  and  rulemaking  power 
to  limit  any  potential  abuses  that  might 
occur.  The  so-called  concern  that  there 
is  great  danger  that  private  service 
would  get  out  of  hand  in  delivering 
through  private  hands  is  not  true  with 
the  11  companies  that  are  now  delivering 
other  type  mail  besides  first  class. 

The  Postal  Rate  Commission  also  could 
enter  this  area.  In  fact,  they  would  con- 
clude there  is  an  improper  invasion  of 
people's  rights. 
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I  clearly  do  not  agree  that  it  is  impos- 
sible to  make  estimates  as  to  what  would 
occur  in  the  market  system  if  this 
amendment  were  to  prevail,  because  the 
private  companies  are  already  doing  it. 

I  think,  as  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  and  others  will  try  to  pre- 
sent, there  are  many,  many  delivery  sys- 
tems that  we  already  have  that  are  being 
provided  by  the  private  market  system. 
Greyhound  will  provide  a  delivery  system 
from  one  station  to  another  and  guar- 
antee certain  things,  that  is  Greyhound 
bus. 

So  that  I  think  it  has  been  established 
that  there  is  a  possibility,  and  though  I 
do  agree  with  my  colleague  that  it  might 
be  possible  to  provide  some  test  areas,  I 
think  that  that  would  automatically  hap- 
pen should  we  pass  this  amendment.  No 
one  is  going  to  rush  into  the  business  if 
they  feel  they  cannot  compete  with  the 
Postal  Service.  If  they  think  they  cannot 
deliver  at  less  cost,  they  are  not  going  to 
be  foolish  enough  to  try  to  enter  that 
system.  So  there  are  private  companies 
already  in  existence  that  provide  this 
nationwide  for  many  corporations. 

I  do  not  share  my  colleague's  and 
others  great  concern  that  it  somehow  is 
going  to  be  utter  disaster. 

Let  me  give  a  quick  example  here.  The 
Postal  Service  has  a  sorting  system  in 
central  areas.  I  know  what  the  intent 
was,  but  they  forced  all  the  post  offices 
in  that  area  to  send  their  mail  in  to  that 
point,  although  they  have  begun  to  repeal 
those  requirements  to  send  them  75  miles 
down  the  road  and  then  they  have  to  go 
back  to  the  original  area.  I  know  many 
services  in  local  communities  can  pro- 
vide faster  service  than  that  at  less  cost. 

Mr.  SIMON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
know  that  I  could  support  such  a  sweep- 
ing program  as  proposed  by  the  gentle- 
man. Probably  there  are  limited  services 
in  those  situations  and  not  such  sweeping 
applications. 

My  feeling  is  before  I  am  going  to  vote 
for  something  quite  this  sweeping  I  want 
to  see  in  a  limited  geographical  area  an 
experimental  program. 

If  the  gentleman  comes  up  with  an- 
other amendment  this  afternoon — and  I 
would  think  perhaps  there  is  time 
enough  to  do  that  yet — I  would  support 
a  limited  geographical  test  kind  of  a  sit- 
uation, but  I  would  feel  that  I  have  to  op- 
pose this  kind  of  sweeping  amendment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  there  are  presently  na- 
tionally— most  of  them  are  operating  in 
not  just  regional  areas — 11  private 
postal  delivery  services  of  various  kinds. 
I  think  the  gentleman  would  find  that 
there  would  be  others  which  would  spring 
up  in  conjunction  with  the  many,  many 


private  delivery  services  we  already  have, 
but  I  appreciate  my  colleague's  com- 
ments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Charles  H.  Wil- 
son of  California  and  by  unanimous  con- 
sent Mr.  Simon  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  3  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  ques- 
tion of  the  gentleman  from  California, 
my  good  friend  (Mr.  Rotjsselot), 
through  the  gentleman  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  wage  rates  that  would  be  paid  in  the 
event  we  had  a  system  of  this  sort.  Is 
there  anything  in  the  gentleman's 
amendment  to  require  Davis-Bacon  to 
pay — of  course,  that  is  just  construction 
jobs,  but  there  would  be  prevailing  wages 
paid  for  mail  service  by  private  express 
companies.  As  the  gentleman  knows,  we 
do  have  union  contracts  with  the  Postal 
Service. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  would  be  glad  to 
try  to  respond  to  the  gentleman.  Of 
course,  all  of  these  private  companies 
would  be  required  to  abide  by  all  national 
laws  such  as  minimum  wage  laws  and  so 
forth.  As  the  gentleman  knows  full  well, 
having  been  with  me  through  the  United 
Parcel  operation,  their  employees  are 
unionized  and  are  paid  better  than  the 
prevailing  wage. 

I  think- the  answer  here  is  that  they 
are  able  to  provide  wages  at  the  prevail- 
ing rate  and  that  they  would  continue  to 
be  able  to  do  it.  There  is  no  guarantee 
in  here,  but  I  would  also  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that,  unlike  the  Postal  Service, 
where  there  is  presently  a  contract  for 
no  layoff,  there  clearly  would  not  be  that 
kind  of  guarantee. 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIMON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  say 
that  the  fear  the  gentleman  has  about 
the  chaos,  and  so  forth,  which  might  be 
in  the  future  is  a  concern  he  should  not 
have,  because  there  are  a  lot  of  other 
examples  where  private  enterprise  has 
been  allowed  to  operate,  and  we  have 
seen  a  series  of  leapfrogs  where  one  idea 
leapfrogs  over  another,  which  leapfrogs 
to  a  better  idea.  We  went  from  the  stage- 
coach to  jet  airliners,  and  we  did  it  with 
private  enterprise  and  not  a  forced 
monopoly.  Who  knows;  maybe  the  same 
thing  could  be  done  with  the  mail  carry- 
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ing  service. 

It  may  be  compared  with  the  telephone 
company.  Today,  we  can  call  coast  to 
coast  for  less  than  a  dollar,  where  we 
can  only  mail  about  10  letters  for  the 
price  of  1  phone  call.  It  used  to  be  1,400 
letters  for  the  price  of  one  coast-to-coast 
phone  call,  so  they  continue  to  improve 
service  until  we  finally  burdened  down 
the  telephone  company  with  Government 
regulations,  if  the  Government  would 
get  out  of  it  they  would  continue.^ 

Mr.  SIMON.  The  difficulty  is  that  the 
gentleman  is  talking  about  a  monopoly. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  It  is  a  regulated  monop- 
oly. However,  we  still  have  competitive 
forces  in  the  marketplace  which  are 
working.  I  am  not  saying  we  are  going 
to  abolish  the  Post  Office  tomorrow.  The 
Post  Office  talked  about  this  same  dan- 
ger over  a  hundred  years  ago. 

Lysander  Spooner  said  in  1844: 

If  Congress  cannot  carry  the  letters  of  in- 
dividuals as  cheaply  as  individuals  would  do 
it,  there  is  no  propriety  in  their  carrying 
them  at  all. 

That  is  as  true  now  as  it  was  then.  I 
will  not  buy  the  argument  that  we  can- 
not get  a  letter  delivered  to  Elk  City, 
Idaho,  and  that  the  only  way  we  get  it 
done  is  because  the  Federal  Government 
enjoys  a  monopoly  enforced  by  law. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  time  for  de- 
bate on  this  amendment  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  expire  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  I  want  to  say 
that  a  couple  of  my  colleagues  would  like 
to  address  additional  aspects  of  this 
situation.  Would  the  gentleman  say  15 
minutes? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  amend 
my  request  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  all  time  for  debate  on  this  amend- 
ment and  all  amendments  thereto  be 
limited  to  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Does  the  gentleman  ob- 
ject? Is  not  15  minutes  sufficient  time? 
Does  the  gentleman  from  Idaho  (Mr. 
Symms)  withdraw  his  objection? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  ? 

There  is  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Members  standing 
at  the  time  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest was  made  will  be  recognized  for 
approximately  2  minutes  each. 


The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Crane). 

(Mr.  CRANE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
listened  with  interest  to  the  debate  this 
afternoon.  In  response  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan,  let  me  say  it  is  not  a 
new  idea  nor  is  it  necessarily  a  bold  idea 
to  propose  private  carriage  of  first-class 
mail.  I  might  remind  him  further  that 
when  Barry  Goldwater  introduced  that 
bold  idea  with  respect  to  social  security, 
more  people  should  have  heeded  him  be- 
cause the  first  report  we  got  from  the 
staff  of  the  Social  Security  Subcommit- 
tee this  year  was  that  the  present  system 
is  bankrupt.  I  think  that  is  the  direction 
in  which  the  Post  Office  is  clearly  headed 
unless  we  can  come  up  with  some  bold, 
imaginative,  and  creative  reforms. 

In  addition  to  that,  in  the  course  oi 
the  discussion  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  in- 
dicated that  he  is  not  sure  what  would 
happen  if  we  remove  these  private  ex- 
press statutes  which  give  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  the  monopoly  it  enjoys. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  textbooks 
on  economics  are  replete  with  discussions 
and  examples  illustrating  conclusively 
exactly  what  happens  when  we  have  a 
monopoly.  I  think  a  monopoly  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  is  bad  enough,  but  a  Govern- 
ment monopoly,  with  its  congenital  in- 
efficiency, is  the  very  worst  form  of 
monopoly.  For  one  thing,  we  consistently 
get  higher  prices,  reduced  output,  and 
the  gross  inefficiency  we  have  seen  in  the 
Postal  Service  operation. 

Conversely,  I  think  we  also  have  in- 
numerable examples  of  what  competition, 
which  we  have  all  pledged  ourselves  to 
support  and  endeavored  indirectly  to 
promote  with  agencies  such  as  the  Small 
Business  Administration  can  accomplish. 
We  know  that  competition  is  a  healthy 
thing,  that  it  has  been  productive  of  good, 
and  it  has  resulted  in  improved  efficiency. 
So  it  is  not  an  academic  or  theoretical 
discussion  we  are  engaged  in  on  the  sub- 
ject of  monopoly  versus  competition. 
How,  precisely,  one  might  implement  pri- 
vate carriage  of  first  class  mail  can  be 
left  up  to  the  private  sector. 

I  could  not  have  begun  to  tell  you,  back 
in  the  latter  half  of  the  19th  century,  had 
someone  placed  on  me  the  burden  of  get- 
ing  300  or  400  citizens  transported  from 
Washington,  D.C.,  out  to  my  colleague's 
district  in  California  in .3  hours,  how  that 
would  be  accomplished. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  (Mr.  Symms)  . 

(Mr.  SYMMS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 
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Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  in  the  well 
that,  surprisingly,  we  have  jet  aircraft 
service  in  Boise,  Idaho,  Twin  Falls,  Poca- 
tello,  and  some  other  places,  so  we  are 
getting  there  too,  without  a  Government 
monopoly. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CRANE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

The  point  I  was  trying  to  make  is  that 
if  the  Members  just  continue  to  maintain 
their  faith  in  the  capacity  of  free  men 
working  within  the  framework  of  free 
institutions  to  accomplish  miracles,  sit 
back  and  marvel  at  what  can  be  done 
in  the  private  sector.  We  have  seen  it 
in  every  other  aspect  of  our  national 
experience,  and  I  see  no  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  there  is  room  to  doubt  its  ca- 
pabilities on  this  particular  subject. 

Moreover,  it  is  elucidating  to  note  that 
the  Postal  Service  itself  has  recognized 
the  value  of  private  carriage  of  first- 
class  mail,  because  most  recently,  owing 
to  the  strike  of  Canadian  postal  workers, 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  announced  on 
October  24  of  this  year  that  it  was  tem- 
porarily suspending  the  private  express 
statutes  to  permit  private  carriage. 

I  think,  in  addition  to  that,  we  do  not 
have  to  reflect  back  too  long  ago  to  the 
time  when  we  had  the  wildcat  strike  by 
the  letter  carriers  in  New  York  and  re- 
call how  quickly  the  private  sector  filled 
that  vacuum.  Within  24  hours  the  mail 
was  moving  by  small  entrepreneurs.  They 
were  doing  that,  to  be  sure,  despite  the 
private  express  statutes.  Yet  everybody 
agreed  that  they  were  able  to  fill  a  void 
that  was  created  by  a  temporary  crisis. 

I  think  it  is  important  for  us  to  heed 
not  only  the  advice  discussed  earlier  of 
the  small  business  carriers,  but  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers  as 
well,  which  also  urged  competition  in  the 
area  of  carriage  of  first-class  mail.  We 
should  also  follow  the  example  of  the 
Postal  Service  itself  by  repealing  these 
restrictions  on  the  private  carriage  of 
first-class  mail. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson)  . 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a  little  sur- 
prised at  the  remarks  that  were  just 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Crane)  .  Actually  the  no-strike  pro- 
vision in  present  Postal  Service  contract 
is  the  thing  that  guarantees  the  delivery 
of  mail. 

Even  though  I  have  been  trying  to  give 
the  public  employees  and  the  postal  em- 
ployees the  right  to  strike  through  my 


subcommittee,  the  thing  we  have  learned 
is  that  this  is  something  the  public  does 
not  want  to  put  up  with,  at  least  in  the 
foreseeable  future. 

It  was  not  the  small  entrepreneurs  who 
delivered  the  mail  in  New  York  when  the 
outlaw  or  wildcat  strike  took  place;  it 
was  the  National  Guard  that  delivered 
the  mail  in  New  York  City. 

The  only  thing  we  have  now  is  the  no- 
strike  provision,  v/hich  we  would  not 
have  with  private  industry  carriers.  If 
we  have  private  carriers,  we  would  not 
have  the  no -strike  provision,  and  we 
should  let  the  postal  carriers  continue 
to  deliver  the  mail  the  way  they  are  do- 
ing now,  unless  my  forward-looking  leg- 
islation which  I  have  been  sponsoring 
for  years  should  somehow,  by  some 
miracle,  be  successful. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman   yield? 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  with  re- 
spect to  the  case  in  New  York  City,  in- 
deed, the  National  Guard  delivered  some 
of  the  mail,  but  not  all  of  the  mail.  There 
were  individuals  who  delivered  mail,  too. 
Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  remind 
the  Members  that  when  we  had  the  strike 
of  the  parcel  workers,  it  was  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  that  was  able  to  deliver 
the  parcels,  and  I  think  it  is  extremely 
important  that  we  preserve  the  monop- 
oly that  now  exists  so  that  we  can  be 
sure  that  the  mail  will  be  delivered 
throughout  the  country,  to  every  hamlet, 
and  ta  the  rural  and  urban  areas  equally. 
Mr.  CRANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen- 
tleman will  yield  further,  I  think  it  is 
important  to  note  that  along  with  the 
monopoly  the  gentleman  refers  to  with 
respect  to  the  first-class  mail  also  goes 
the  monopoly  that  is  enjoyed  by  the  Na- 
tional Letter  Carriers  Union,  so  if  we 
have  a  strike  by  them,  then  we,  indeed, 
have  paralysis. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Henderson)  . 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

All  I  want  to  say  is  this:  To  put  the 
matter  into  proper  perspective,  let  me 
say  that  here  in  the  United  States  we 
happen  to  enjoy  the  lowest  postal  rates 
of  any  country  in  the  world  community. 
For  instance,  the  United  Kingdom  re- 
cently raised  its  rates  to  16  cents,  and 
we  can  go  from  there  through  all  of  the 
other  countries  in  the  world  community 
and  yet  we  will  find  ours  has  been  main- 
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tained  at  a  reasonable  rate.  So  that  is 
not  a  bad  track  record. 

Again  I  ask,  do  we  want  to  destroy  this 
by  supporting  and  voting  for  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Rousselot)  ?  I  think  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Derwinski)  . 

[Mr.  DERWINSKI  addressed  the  Com- 
mittee. His  remarks  will  appear  here- 
after in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  now  rec- 
ognizes the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr.  Johnson)  . 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  this  amendment  passes  and 
becomes  law,  we  will  have  dug  the  grave 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  our 
entire  postal  system  as  we  know  it. 

There  is  not  any  question  about  it.  We 
are  flirting  with  a  very,  very  serious 
matter  here  that  goes  to  the  very  heart 
of  our  postal  system.  What  we  will  make 
possible  is  a  UPS  within  the  first-class 
mail  system. 

How  about  the  fourth-class  post  of- 
fices? In  my  district  I  have  a  good  many 
of  them.  There  are  pretty  nearly  6,000  of 
them  in  the  United  States.  They  will  all, 
of  course,  be  losing  horrendous  sums  of 
money.  Will  this  Congress  then  have  the 
guts  to  vote  to  do  away  with  fourth-class 
post  offices  when  private  express  people 
are  deliverying  mail  in  our  communities, 
but  the  fourth-class  post  offices  will  have 
to  deliver  the  rest  of  the  mail  to  people 
out  on  the  mud  roads,  all  over  the  tough 
areas  to  go  to? 

I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  the  Mem- 
bers want  to  do  away  with  the  post  office 
system  as  we  know  it  today,  if  they  want 
to  scrap  it,  if  they  want  to  have  the  Gov- 
ernment pull  out  of  it,  sell  it,  or  turn  it 
over  to  private  enterprise,  they  should 
vote  for  this  amendment  because  this  is 
the  first  step  in  doing  it. 

We  passed  this  Alexander  amendment 
which  everybody  says  is  bringing  the 
Post  Office  back  to  Congress. 

Maybe  it  is,  but  this  amendment  de- 
stroys the  very  thing  we  are  trying  to  do, 
and  that  is  to  save  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

I  think  for  the  Members  to  pass  this 
amendment  today  would  be  one  of  the 
worst  things  we  could  do  to  our  Postal 
Service.  We  have  the  finest  Postal  Serv- 
ice in  the  world,  even  though  it  is  in  dis- 
dain at  the  present  time. 

Our  first-class  mail  is  cheap,  relatively 
inexpensive. 

Give  this  Postal  Service  a  little  time. 
They  are  going  to  work  this  matter  out 
They  had  thrust  upon  them  a  whole  new 


system  of  carrying  the  mail,  a  whole  new 
idea,  and  I  say  it  is  a  dangerous  thing  to 
pass  this  amendment  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  now  rec- 
ognizes the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Rousselot)  . 

(Mr.  ROUSSELOT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  I  made  most  of  the  arguments  as 
to  why  I  believe  this  is  a  worthwhile 
amendment.  This  amendment  allows  bet- 
ter participation  by  the  private  sector  in 
providing  for  better  delivery  of  our  mail. 

Many  of  the  arguments  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Johnson),  just  made  were  made  about 
the  United  Parcel  Service  when  it  began 
to  compete  with  the  Postal  Service.  It 
was  going  to  kill  this,  and  it  was  going  to 
kill  that. 

The  fact  is  that  it  has  given  us  a 
better  capability  to  deliver  parcel  post, 
and  in  many  cases,  at  less  cost  and  more 
quickly. 

All  we  are  saying  here  is,  let  the  private 
market  system  try  to  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  give  the  Mem- 
bers another  example.  My  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan,  brought  up 
the  problem  of  medicare,  and  this  does 
relate  to  the  ability  of  the  private  system 
to  deliver. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  just 
recently  produced  a  report  that  shows 
that  the  private  system  not  only  proc- 
esses the  medicare  applications  more 
rapidly,  but  at  less  cost  than  the  Govern- 
ment does. 

Why  not  allow  that  same  service  to  be 
provided  in  the  mail  system  as  we  do  in 
medicare?  The  private  system  has  de- 
livered better  at  less  cost  than  has  the 
Government  with  respect  to  medicare 
processing. 

Therefore.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my 
colleagues  that  this  is  nothing  more  than 
permission  for  the  private  sector  to  try 
to  compete.  If  the  Postal  Service  is  doing 
a  better  job,  then  people  will  use  that  be- 
cause it  will  be  at  less  cost. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)   to  close  the  debate. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  one 
quick  point  for  the  benefit  of  the  gentle- 
man from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  and 
that  is  that  I  want  to  advise  that  in  the 
event  of  a  work  stoppage,  the  Postmaster 
General  already  has  the  authority  to  sus- 
pend the  private  express  statute  so  that 
a  crisis  would  not  prevail. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  California 
(Mr.  Rousselot). 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Symms)  there 
were  ayes  13,  noes  27. 

RECORDED  VOTE 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 
A  recorded  vote  was  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — ayes  68,  noes  319, 
not  voting  46,  as  follows: 


Archer 

Armstrong 

Bafalis 

Bauman 

Beard,  Tenn. 

Bennett 

Bevill 

Brinkley 

Broyhill 

Buchanan 

Burgener 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Cederberg 

Clancy 

Clawson,  Del 

Collins,  Tex. 

Conlan 

Crane 

Devine 

Dickinson 

Dlngell 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Erlenborn 

Findley 


Abdnor 

Adams 

Addabbo 

Alexander 

Ambro 

Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews,  N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.  Dak. 
Ashley 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Badillo 
Baldus 
Baucus 
Beard,  R.I. 
Bedell 
Bell 

Bergland 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Blouin 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boiling 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Brad  em  as 
Breckinridge 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown.  Calif. 
Brown,  Mich. 
Burke.  Calif. 
Burke.  Mass. 
Burlison,  Mo. 
Burton,  John 
Burton,  Phillip 
Butler 
Byron 
Carney 
Carr 


[Roll  No.  650] 

AYES— 68 

Flynt 
Frenzel 
Gilman 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Grassley 
Hagedorn 
Haley 
Hammer- 
schmldt 
Hansen 
Harsha 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 
Jarman 
Johnson,  Colo. 
Kasten 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Ketchum 
Kindness 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 

Lloyd,  Calif. 
Long,  Md. 

NOES— 319 

Danielson 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Delaney 

Dellums 

Dent 

Derrick 

Derwinskl 

Diggs 

Dodd 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Downing,  Va. 

Drinan 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

du  Pont 

Early 

Eckhardt 

Edgar 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Eilberg 

Emery 

English 

Esch 

Evans,  Colo. 

Evans,  Ind. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Fascell 

Fenwlck 

Fish 

Fisher 

Fithian 

Flood 

Florio 

Flowers 

Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 

Ford,  Tenn. 

Forsythe 

Fountain 

Frey 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Giaimo 

Gibbons 

Ginn 


McDonald 

McEwen 

Madigan 

Mathis 

Moore 

Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Poage 
Pressler 
Quillen 
Robinson 
Rousselot . 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Shuster 
Snyder 
Steiger,  Ariz. 
Stuckey 
Symms 
Taylor,  Mo. 
Winn 
Wydler 


Heinz 

Helstoski 

Henderson 

Hicks 

Hightower 

mills 

Holt 

Holtzman 

Howard 

Howe 

Hubbard 

Hughes 

Hungate 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Ichord 

Jacobs 

Jeffords 

Jenrette 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jones,  Okla. 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Jordan 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Keys 

Koch 

Krebs 

Krueger 

LaFalce 

Lehman 

Lent 

Levitas 

Litton 

Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Long,  La. 

Lott 

McClory 

McCloskey 

McCollister 

McCormack 

McDade 


Carter 

Casey 

Chisholm 

Clay 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Collins,  ni. 

Conable 

Conte 

Corman 

Cornell 

Cotter 

Coughlin 

D'Amours 

Daniel,  Dan 

Daniel,  R.  W. 


GoIcTwater 

Gonzalez 

Gude 

Hall 

Hamilton 

Hanley 

Hannaford 

Harkin 

Harrington 

Harris 

Hastings 

Hawkins 

Hayes,  Ind. 

Hays,  Ohio 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Hefner 


McFall 

McHugh 

McKay 

McKinney 

Macdonald 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Mann 

Matsunaga 

Mazzoll 

Melcher 

Metcalfe 

Meyner 

Mezvinsky 

Michel 

Mikva 


Mil  ford 

Miller,  Calif. 

MUler,  Ohio 

Mills 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Moakley 

Moffett 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Mosher 

Mottl 

Murphy,  HI. 

Murtha 

Myers,  Ind. 

Myers,  Pa. 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nedzl 

Nichols 

Nix 

Nolan 

Nowak 

Oberstar 

Obey 

O'Brien 

O'Hara 

O'Neill 

Ottinger 

Patman,  Tex. 

Patten,  N.J. 

Patterson, 

Calif. 
Pattison,  N.Y. 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pettis 
Pickle 
Pike 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Quie 


Railsback 
Randall 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Risenhoover 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Rooney 
Rose 

Rosenthal 
Rostenkowskl 
Roush 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Russo 
Ryan 

St  Germain 
Santini 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Satterfleld 
Scheuer 
Schneebeli 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Simon 
Skubitz 
Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 
Smith,  Nebr. 
Spellman 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 
J.  William 

NOT  VOTING — 46 


Stanton, 

James  V. 
Stark 
Steed 
Steelman 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Talcott 
Taylor,  N.C. 
Thone 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Treen 
Tsongas  . 
Ullman 
Van  Deerlin 
Vander  Veen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson,  C.  H. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wright 
Yates 
Yatron 

Young,  Alaska 
Young,  Fla. 
Young,  Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 


Abzug 

Anderson,  HI. 
Annunzio 
Ashbrook 
Barrett 
Breaux 
Brown.  Ohio 
Burke,  Fla. 
Chappell 
Clausen, 
Don  H. 
Cleveland 
Conyers 
Daniels,  N.J. 
Eshleman 
Fary 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas  changed  his  vote 
from  "aye"  to  "no." 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


Fraser 

Green 

Guyer 

Hebert 

Hinshaw 

Holland 

Horton 

Landrum 

Leggett 

Lujan 

Madden 

Martin 

Meeds 

Mink 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 


Murphy,  N.Y. 

Passman 

Peyser 

Rhodes 

Ruppe 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Solarz 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Teague 

Thompson 

Udall 

Vander  Jagt 

Wylie 

Young,  Ga. 
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Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  the 
bill  and  all  amendments  thereto  close  in 
1  hour.  , 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  right 
to  object  because  I  am  one  of  the  per- 
sons waiting  in  a  long  line  with  an 
amendment.  I  would  like  to  protect  my 
opportunity  to  offer  that  amendment  to- 
day. As  we  have  seen  with  the  last  cou- 
ple amendments,  they  lasted  in  some 
cases  an  hour  or  more. 

I  am  concerned  that,  with  the  large 
number  of  amendments  left,  I  would  be 
foreclosed  from  offering  my  amendment 
today. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
advised  by  counsel  that  there  are  ap- 
proximately seven  amendments  left. 
Most  of  them  are  minor  in  nature.  I  be- 
lieve we  could  virtually  assure  the  gen- 
tleman that  his  would  be  considered. 

Hopefully,  the  Chair  might  recognize  the 
gentleman  first. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  desires  to 
state  that  the  limitation  on  time  is  on 
debate  only,  and  that  the  gentleman  will 
be  able  to  offer  his  amendment. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with- 
draw my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Members  standing 
at  the  time  the  request  was  made  will 
be  recognized  for  approximately  3  min- 
utes each. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dickin- 
son yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Buchanan.) 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITE 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  White.  Page  32, 
Immediately  after  line  26,  add  the  following 
new  section : 

Sec.  16.  (a)(1)  Chapter  34  of  title  39. 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 
"§  3406.  Free  postage  for  voting  materials 

"(a)(1)  Any  voting  materials  which  are 
directly  related  to  any  election  for  Federal 
office  or  for  State  office.,  and  which  are  mailed 
by  an  election  official  of  any  State  or  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  which  Is — 

"(A)  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
4(a)  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965,  as  de- 
termined in  accordance  with  section  4(b)  of 
such  Act;  or 

"(B)  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
203  of  such  Act;  may  be  mailed  free  of  post- 
age within  the  United  States,  if  such  election 
official  makes  such  maUing  as  a  means  of 
complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  Voting 
Rights  Act  of  1965  specified  in  subparagraph 
(A)  or  subparagraph  (B). 


"(2)  Any  such  election  official,  in  maKing 
any  mailing  under  this  subsection  to  any  in- 
dividual eligible  to  vote  in  the  election  in- 
volved, may  enclose  free  mall  covers  In  any 
such  mailing.  Any  such  free  mail  cover  shall 
list  a  return  address  and  may  be  used  only 
for  the  transmission  of  voting  materials. 

"(b)    For  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  the  term  'election  official'  means  any 
Individual  designated  by  the  chief  executive 
officer  of  a  State,  or  by  the  laws  of  such 
State,  to  be  responsible  for  the  conduct  of 
elections  for  Federal  office  or  for  State  office 
In  such  State; 

"(2)  the  term  'free  mail  cover*  means  any 
envelope,  wrapper,  label,  or  card  used  to 
transmit  mail  free  of  postage  under  this 
section; 

"(3)  the  term  'State'  Includes  the  District 
of  Columbia;  and 

"(4)  the  term  'voting  materials'  means 
voter  registration  application  forms,  voter 
registration  certificates,  absentee  ballots,  and 
Instructions  relating  to  the  proper  use  of 
such  materials,  and  nonpartisan  voter  in- 
structions.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  34  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  Is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 
"3406.   Free   postage   for   voting   materials.". 

(b)  (1)  Section  2401(c)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"3405"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "3406". 
(2)  Section  3627  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "3405"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "3406". 

Mr.  WHITE  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
my  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  WHITE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment  the  type  of  which  was  re- 
quested by  the  secretary  of  state  of 
Texas,  will  enable  States  and  other  polit- 
ical subdivisions  covered  under  the  Vot- 
ing Rights  Act  to  encourage  voter  par- 
ticipation in  State  and  Federal  elections. 
The  amendment  is  exact  in  substance 
to  the  language  I  submitted  for  entry 
into  the  Congressional  Record  of  Octo- 
ber 23,  except  for  four  clarifying  words 
which  I  have  added  in  response  to  ques- 
tions I  have  received  from  other  Mem- 
bers of  the  House. 

The  text  of  my  amendment  was  dis- 
tributed to  the  House  membership  in  a 
letter  I  sent  on  October  28.  The  words 
I  am  adding  is  in  the  definition  of  voting 
materials,  where  "nonpartisan  voter  in- 
structions" is  included  in  order  to  clarify 
the  types  of  materials  which  can  be  sent 
free  of  postage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  this  Congress 
passed  the  Voting  Rights  Act  Amend- 
ments   of    1975,    we   imposed   upon  the 
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States  and  covered  political  subdivisions 
a  responsibility  for  bilingual  election 
materials,  in  addition  to  a  clear  respon- 
sibility to  meet  the  standards  of  voter 
turnout.  The  role  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  affecting  voting  procedures  in 
order  to  guarantee  every  eligible  Ameri- 
can voter  his  or  her  right  to  vote  has 
been  established  since  the  Voting  Rights 
Act  was  originally  enacted  in  1965.  In 
expanding  the  triggers  and  coverages 
this  year,  the  purview  and  requirements 
of  the  law  has  reached  beyond  the  origi- 
nal 18  States  affected.  As  we  are  all  well 
aware  the  Bureau  of  Census  is  in  the 
process  of  determining  those  States  and 
other  political  subdivisions  which  will 
become  covered  under  various  parts  of 
the  act.  Those  areas  have  a  responsibility 
to  increase  voter  participation  by  non- 
minorities  as  well  as  minorities,  and  a 
financial  burden  will  accompany  the  re- 
quired procedures  and  any  initiative  by 
those  States  and  political  subdivisions  in 
meeting  those  standards. 

Principally,  my  amendment  would 
grant  free  postage  for  voter  registration 
materials  and  nonpartisan  voter  infor- 
mation for  those  States  and  political  sub- 
divisions that  are  now  and  will  become 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  Voting 
Rights  Act. 

In  telephone  conversations  with  the 
Bureau  of  Census,  I  am  advised  that  some 
600  areas  will  be  newly  covered  under 
the  act,  particularly  in  the  area  of 
bilingual  election  material  requirements. 
It  has  been  determined  thus  far  that  13 
States  have  Statewide  coverage  under 
various  parts  of  the  act.  Twenty-two 
other  States  have  counties,  towns,  cities 
or  other  subdivisions  which  come  under 
the  Voting  Rights  Act. 

Originally,  when  my  State  had  dis- 
cussed the  possibility  of  introducing  this 
proposal,  it  would  have  applied  the  free 
postage  privilege  to  all  States.  But  with 
over  145  million  registered  voters  in  the 
country,  I  feel  that  the  cost  of  such  a 
postage  privilege  may  not  be  compatible 
with  the  budgetary  constraints  under 
which  we  are  presently  laboring.  What  is 
essential  and  equitable,  however,  is  that 
we  provide  the  privilege  to  all  of  those 
States  and  subdivisions  which  we,  the 
Federal  Government,  have  determined 
as  in  need  of  improved  voting  practices. 
In  my  discussions  with  several  State  elec- 
tions officials,  I  would  say  that  when  we 
speak  of  cost,  we  are  accounting  gen- 
erally in  terms  of  two  such  mailouts  to 
the  registered  voters  in  the  covered 
jurisdictions.  In  those  13  States  having 
statewide  coverage  under  a  particular 
part  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act,  the  entire 
State  would  have  the  postage  privilege  as 
described  in  my  amendment.  In  those  22 
other  States  which  have  only  certain 


counties  or  other  subdivisions  covered, 
the  postage  privilege  would  apply  for  the 
State  and  Federal  elections  held  in  those 
covered  jurisdictions. 

My  proposal  does  not  seek  to  inject 
Federal  funds  toward  a  responsibility 
that  has  heretofore  been  a  State  respon- 
sibility. Congress  has  already  established 
the  Federal  Government's  function  with 
respect  to  preventing  discrimination  in 
voting  practices  and  in  encouraging  the 
States  to  improve  their  procedures.  The 
validity  of  coverage  under  the  Voting 
Rights  Act  is  not  at  issue  here.  What  is 
critically  important  is  the  fact  that  cer- 
tain standards  and  formulas  have  been 
set  with  respect  to  voter  participation. 
To  comply  with  these  requirements 
places  a  considerable  financial  burden 
on  each  State  and  other  jurisdiction  in- 
volved. To  encourage  the  fullest  initia- 
tive by  those  federally  determined  cov- 
ered areas  is  incumbent  upon  every 
Member  who  supported  the  Voting  Rights 
Act.  By  accepting  my  amendment,  we 
will  be  assisting  them  in  dealing  with  the 
costs  inherent  in  the  Voting  Rights  Act 
requirements  and  helping  to  insure  com- 
pliance by  increasing  voter  registration 
efforts  and  participation. 

We  are  therefore  bound  by  that  prin- 
ciple to  provide  a  means  by  which  elec- 
tion officials  can  do  their  utmost  to  en- 
courage voter  turnout  and  conformance 
to  the  standards  set  forth  in  the  Voting 
Rights  Act.  I  hope  you  will  support  me  in 
this  effort.  I  hope  you  will  also  support 
the  members  of  your  State  delegation 
who  have  areas  that  will  benefit  by  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  (Mr.  White). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  White)  there 
were — ayes  16,  noes  25. 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
a  recorded  vote. 

A  recorded  vote  was  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MB.    EDGAR 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Edgar  :  On  page 
25,  after  line  24,  add  the  following  new  sec- 
tion (and  renumber  the  succeeding  sections 
accordingly)  : 

Sec.  14.  (a)  Subchapter  V  of  chapter  36  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

"§  3686.  Rates    for    postal    cards    mailed    to 
Members  of  Congress. 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  the  rate  of  postage  shall  be  two  cents 
for  each  postal  card,  provided  that  such  post- 
al card  is  sent  to  the  official  Washington  of- 
fice address  of  a  Member  of  Congress. 
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'•(b)  The  Postal  Service  shall  maintain  at 
each  post  office  a  supply  of  preprinted,  ad- 
dressed postal  cards  for  use  as  described  in 
subsection  (a) . 

"(c)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  the  Postal  Service  each  year,  a  sum 
equal  to  the  equivalent  amount  of  postage 
due,  as  determined  by  the  Postal  Service,  for 
postal  cards  sent  under  this  section.  Such 
postage  due  shall  account  only  for  the  mar- 
ginal cost  of  operations  added  by  the  use  of 
such  postal  cards. 

"(d)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the 
term  'postal  card'  means  any  card  which  is 
supplied  by  the  Postal  Service  with  a  postage 
stamp  imprinted  or  impressed  upon  it,  for 
the  transmission  of  any  message,  order, 
notice,  or  other  communication  by  printing 
or  by  writing  in  pencil,  ink,  or  typewriting." 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  subchapter 
V  of  chapter  36  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  item: 

"3686.  Rates  for  postal  cards  mailed  to  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  at  the  beginning  of  the 
sixth  calendar  month  after  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted,  or  on  such  earlier 
date  (published  in  the  Federal  Register  by 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice) as  the  Board  of  Governors  may  deter- 
mine. 

Mr.  EDGAR  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  EDGAR  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
offer  an  amendment.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
allow  a  2 -cent  postal  rate  for  pread- 
dressed  postal  cards  mailed  to  Members 
of  Congress.  Recently,  I  distributed  a 
questionnaire  to  residents  of  my  congres- 
sional district  requesting  their  opinions 
on  energy,  the  economy,  the  environ- 
ment, and  other  issues  which  confront 
us  daily.  I  left  blank  space  for  comments. 
A  significant  number  of  my  constituents 
commented  that  they  did  not  feel  that 
they  should  have  to  pay  postage  to  cor- 
respond with  their  Representatives  in 
Washington.  Certainly,  the  Member  of 
Congress  has  a  franking  privilege,  so 
Why  should  the  citizen  have  to  pay? 

I  believe  that  citizens  should  make 
known  to  their  Representatives  how 
they  wish  to  be  represented.  Participat- 
ing in  the  political  process  should  mean 
more  than  casting  a  ballot  each  Novem- 
ber. However,  I  feel  that  the  high  cost  of 
postage  acts  as  a  disincentive  for  people 
to  communicate.  In  this  bicentennial 
year,  we  should  have  as  a  goal  encour- 
aging as  much  communication  as  we  can. 
As   access   to  elected   officials   becomes 


easier,  more  citizens  would  become  In- 
volved. It  is  this  involvement  which  we 
must  count  on  to  solve  the  many  prob- 
lems that  we  face. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  con- 
gressional initiatives  in  this  direction 
already.  A  bill  introduced  by  Mr.  Nix, 
H.R.  2833,  with  almost  30  cosponsors, 
would  allow  free  postage  to  those  who 
corresponded  with  Members  of  Congress 
from  their  own  State.  I  support  this  bill 
in  spirit,  and  I  am  one  of  the  cosponsors. 
I  do  not  feel  that  this  legislation  would 
be  approved  soon  by  the  Congress  be- 
cause its  cost  would  be  very  high.  Mr. 
Gonzalez  has  offered  an  amendment  to 
this  bill  that  we  are  considering  today 
that  would  reestablish  the  old  1-cent 
postal  rate  for  the  postcard.  I  have  no 
quarrels  with  this  proposal,  although 
again,  the  cost  factor  would  be  consider- 
able. 

My  amendment  combines  the  desirable 
characteristics  of  these  two  initiatives. 
Its  cost  would  be  very  limited. 

Each  post  office  would  have  a  supply 
of  preprinted  and  preaddressed  postal 
cards  available  at  a  cost  of  2  cents.  The 
front  of  the  card  would  have  room  for  a 
return  address,  the  printed-on  stamp, 
and  an  address  which  would  consist  of 
the  words  "the  honorable"  followed  by  a 
blank,  and  two  lines  reading  "House 
of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 
20515,"  and  an  analagous  form  for  a 
standard  Senate  postal  card.  The  uni- 
formity of  the  card  would  save  much 
administrative  and  handling  expense. 

In  fiscal  year  1975,  the  Postal  Service 
reported  in  its  "revenue  and  cost  analysis 
report"  that  the  "attributable  cost"  of  a 
postal  card  was  2.2  cents.  The  cost  of 
printing  and  manufacturing  added  an 
additional  0.3  cents  to  the  cost  of  the 
card.  The  total  added  marginal  cost  for 
these  postal  cards  which  would  be  sent 
to  Members  of  Congress  is  only  2.5  cents. 
The  purchaser  would  be  paying  2  cents.  I 
believe  that  this  is  a  reasonable  price  for 
the  citizen  to  get  their  "2  cents"  in.  For 
fiscal  year  1975,  this  would  have 
amounted  to  only  a  half  cent  for  each 
card. 

I  would  not  anticipate  that  the  entire 
program  for  the  year  would  cost  over 
a  half  million  dollars.  This  figure  would 
be  the  yearly  cost  if  each  member  of  Con- 
gress received  3,500  cards  each  week. 

Approval  of  this  amendment  would 
be  a  great  investment,  and  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  in  favor  of  its  passage. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  to  point  out 
that  the  author  of  the  amendment  is  ac- 
curate in  his  figures.  It  is  not  going  to 
cost  very  much  by  way  of  simply  print- 
ing a  2 -cent  postcard.  But  no  one  can 
estimate  how  many  additional  congres- 
sional staff  assistants  we  will  have  to 
employ  to  answer  the  volume  of  mail  this 
will  create. 


198 


This  is  a  practical  issue;  this  amend- 
ment would  be  setting  a  precedent.  If 
we  are  going  in  this  drection,  I  think 
we  ought  to  know  where  we  are  going. 

Our  committe  has  been  called  on  to 
hold  hearings  and  consider  legislation 
that  would  make  and  communication  to 
Members  of  Congress  frankable.  I  hope 
we  never  get  into  that,  because  an  analy- 
sis of  the  mail  that  has  come  to  our 
committee  and  to  our  committee  mem- 
bers shows  that  it  is  all  lobbying  mail  of 
one  kind  or  another,  however  valuable  it 
may  be. 

We  have  one  resolution  in  our  com- 
mittee that  would  designate  a  day  for 
one  of  the  national  social  fraternities. 
We  have  received  over  5,000  printed 
communications  on  that  one  issue.  If 
we  make  it  easier  than  that,  it  is  just 
going  to  mean  that  Members  of  Con- 
gres  and  committees  will  get  so  much 
mail  we  cannot  even  sort  through  it  and 
find  out  what  ought  to  be  answered.  The 
cost  of  answering  that  mail  is  already 
prohibitive  on  matters  that  are  not  of 
national  importance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  entire 
proposition  ought  to  be  considered  by  our 
committee  more  carefully  and  we  should 
not  adopt  an  amendment  on  the  floor 
when  we  have  not  had  proper  consid- 
eration. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreci- 
ate the  gentleman's  comments  and  con- 
cerns about  the  number  of  pieces  of  mail 
all  of  us  get.  I  know  in  each  congres- 
sional office  we  are  concerned  about  the 
volume  we  receive. 

However,  it  is  also  true  that  out  in  the 
constituency  I  serve  people  want  to  com- 
municate with  me.  They  want  that  op- 
portunity, and  they  want  to  do  it  as 
cheaply  as  possible.  It  is  up  to  my  con- 
gressional office  how  we  respond  to  that 
mail. 

I  feel  that  if  those  persons  could  go 
to  the  post  office  and  could  purchase  for 
the  price  of  2  cents  a  card  that  could 
be  easily  used,  easily  administered  by 
the  post  office,  and  delivered  to  our  of- 
fice, it  would  be  another  way  for  us  to 
understand  how  our  constituents  feel 
about  important  issues. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  on  all  those 
points,  but  from  our  experience,  I  be- 
lieve that  what  we  are  going  to  do  is  to 
generate  more  mail  from  organizational 
groups  that  already  today  demonstrate 
their  ability  to  do  a  great  deal  of  lobby- 
ing. 

If  this  were  strictly  an  amendment  to 
provide  a  means  for  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress to  communicate  with  his  own  con- 
stituents, and  if  we  could  be  sure  that 


more  mail  would  not  be  generated  by 
some  of  these  national  organizations,  I 
would  be  happy  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was  giv- 
en permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Hen- 
derson) properly  did,  that  there  are  so 
many  unanswered  questions  about  the 
effect  of  this  amendment  that  it  really 
is  not  the  time  and  place,  at  this  stage 
of  the  bill,  to  take  it  up. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  two  things: 
We  have  so  much  interest  in  this  sub- 
ject, so  many  similar  amendments  ad- 
dressing themselves  to  generating  mail, 
that  we  will  take  a  good,  hard  look  at  it 
in  committee. 

The  second  thing,  is  that  the  point  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  just 
made  is  accurate,  that  the  potential  for 
use  of  a  vehicle  like  this  by.  a  highly  or- 
ganized, energetic  group  is  obvious. 

One  other  point  is  that  the  postcard 
carries  with  it,  from  the  sender's  stand- 
point, no  privacy.  It  is  the  letter  that 
they  write,  that  sealed  letter,  that  gives 
us  their  real  views. 

But  we  want  to  look  at  it.  The  place 
for  us  to  do  it,  though,  is  back  in  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EDGAR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
urge  the  gentleman  to  look  into  the  pos- 
sibility of  having  free  mail  for  our  con- 
stituents. I  know  about  the  cost  of  mail 
from  constituents  to  us  that  is  in  an  en- 
velope, but  I  think  this  is  the  first  step 
we  can  take  without  very  much  cost  to 
the  United  States  or  very  much  cost  to 
our  Government,  where  we  can  legiti- 
mately get  concerns  and  ideas  from  our 
constituency  without  very  much  cost. 

I  had  a  questionnaire  just  recently  sent 
out  and  received  9,000  replies.  On  the 
back  of  most  of  those  replies,  the  cost 
concern  was  expressed.  I  had  the  privi- 
lege of  sending  out  150,000  of  them 
franked,  and  yet  the  constituent  who  re- 
ceived the  questionnaire  could  not  return 
that  questionnaire  to  me  without  a  10- 
cent  stamp. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  gentleman  will 
appreciate  that  we  all  get  that  same  com- 
ment when  we  mail  out  a  questionnaire. 

A  postcard  lends  itself,  in  a  very  spe- 
cial way,  to  an  organized  variety  of  mail, 
whereas  the  letter  has  that  extra  impact 
when  it  is  a  personal  view  from  the 
constituent. 
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To  me,  one  of  the  most  important  parts 
of  this  job  is  to  read  mail  from  home. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  (Mr.  Edgar). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi- 
sion (demanded  by  Mr.  Edgar)  there 
were — ayes  10,  noes  43. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED     BY     MR.    COHEN 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cohen:  Page 
23,  line  16,  strike  out  the  quotation  mark 
and  the  period  immediately  after  the  quota- 
tion mark. 

Page  23,  Immediately  after  line  16,  insert 
the  following: 

"(e)  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term 
'agricultural',  as  used  in  former  sections  4358 
(J)  (2),  4452(d),  and  4554(b)(1)(B)  of  this 
title,  Includes  the  art  or  science  of  -culti- 
vating land,  harvesting  crops  or  marine  re- 
sources, or  raising  of  livestock. 

"(2)  In  the  administration  of  this  section, 
and  for  purposes  of  former  sections  4358(J) 
(2),  4452(d),  and  4554(b)  (1)  (B)  of  this  title, 
agricultural  organizations  or  associations 
shall  include  any  organization  or  association 

which  collects  and  disseminates  information 
or  materials  relating  to  agricultural  pur- 
suits.*'. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan  (during  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be 
considered  as  read  and  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

<  Mr.  COHEN  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  simply  enable  non- 
profit fisheries  organizations  to  qualify 
for  nonprofit  mailing  privileges.  This  is 
not  currently  possible. 

At  the  present  time,  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations whose  activities  focus  on  farm- 
ing and  the  raising  of  livestock  are  eligi- 
ble for  nonprofit  rates  while  groups  con- 
cerned with  fishing  and  fisheries-related 
matters,  are  denied  those  very  same 
rates. 

This  is  because  the  Postal  Service 
grants  bulk  rate  mailing  privileges  only 
to  those  nonprofit  organizations  consid- 
ered to  be  tax  exempt,  and  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  refuses  to  include  fish- 
ing with  other  nonprofit  food  producing 
pursuits  under  the  tax-exempt  category 
of  "agricultural." 

In  the  absence  of  a  definition  in  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code,  the  IRS  has  ad- 
ministratively defined  the  term  "agricul- 
tural" to  exclude  fishing.  This  is  unfortu- 
nate because  this  category  was  created  to 


provide  exempt  status  to  groups  con- 
cerned with  food  production  and  because 
there  is  no  other  exempt  category  in 
which  a  nonprofit  organization  con- 
cerned with  fisheries-related  activities 
may  fit. 

My  amendment  merely  declares  that 
the  term  "agricultural"  includes  the 
harvesting  of  marine  resources — that  is, 
fishing.  It  does  so  only  for  Federal  law 
pertaining  to  mailing  privileges. 

If  my  amendment  is  accepted,  this  will 
not  be  the  first  time  that  this  body  has 
recognized  that  the  term  "agricultural" 
includes  the  harvesting  of  marine  re- 
sources as  well  as  farming  and  the  rais- 
ing of  livestock. 

You  will  recall  that  the  Rural  Devel- 
opment Act  of  1972  authorized  individ- 
uals involved  in  producing  fish  or  fishery 
products  to  obtain  loans  in  the  same 
manner  as  farmers. 

Similarly,  the  Farm  Credit  Act,  as 
amended,  provided  that  fishermen  may 
qualify  for  benefits  of  the  act  "as  pro- 
ducers or  harvestors  or  aquatic  prod- 
ucts." 

Moreover,  the  FEA's  petroleum  allo- 
cation and  price  regulations  include 
fishing  under  the  definition  of  "agricul- 
tural production." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  almost  all  of  the  major  fisheries 
organizations  in  the  United  States  sup- 
port the  concept  embodied  in  my  amend- 
ment. Among  these  supporters  are: 

The  National  Fisheries  Policy  Confer- 
ence, a  nationwide  group  comprised  of 
20  major  fisheries  associations; 

The  National  Federation  of  Fishermen, 

an  organization  with  20,000  members  and 

affiliates; 

Boatowners  United  of  Massachusetts; 

The  Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries 

Commission; 

The  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fish- 
ermen's Association; 
Fisheries  Communications,  Inc.; 
The      Maine,      and      Massachusetts 
Lobstermen's  Associations; 

The  Treasure  Coast  Fisheries  Coop- 
erative of  Florida; 

The  Maryland  Watermen's  Associa- 
tion; and 

The  United  Fishermen's  Wives'  Orga- 
nization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  I  wish 
to  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  who  are  con- 
cerned with  fishing,  fisheries -related 
matters,  and  the  welfare  of  our  coastal 
communities  to  support  this  amendment. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  dis- 
cussed the  amendment  with  the  gentle- 
man from  Maine  (Mr.  Cohen)  and  with 
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other  members  of  the  committee. 

We  find  it  to  be  acceptable.  Certainly, 
in  our  judgment,  the  fisheries  should  be 
kept  alive  along  with  the  agricultural  in- 
dustry, in  this  sense. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  examined  the  amendment  and  do 
not  believe  that  there  would  be  any  great 
cost  to  the  Postal  Service.  We  appreci- 
ate the  fact  the  gentleman  has  offered 
the  amendment  and  also  appreciate  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  special  problem  for 
the  gentleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

(Mr.  BAUMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
In  strong  support  of  the  amendment  of- 
fered by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Maine  (Mr.,  Cohen)  .  It  has  long 
been  the  practice  for  the  postal  system 
to  permit  agricultural  organizations  to 
be  eligible  for  nonprofit  mail  rates,  and 
I  think  that  is  a  proper  procedure.  But 
the  seafood  industry,  which  also  is  very 
important  to  our  Nation  as  a  source  of 
food,  has  not  had  this  mailing  privilege. 
By  the  pending  amendment  this  non- 
profit mailing  status  will  now  be  ex- 
tended to  organizations  whose  activities 
now  involve  the  harvesting  of  marine  re- 
sources, such  as  the  Maryland  Water- 
men's Association,  and  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  Seafood  Industries  Association. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
for  his  initiative  in  this  matter  and  I 
urge  the  passage  of  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Maine  (Mr.  Cohen)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

(Mr.  COHEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COHEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Delaware. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  gentleman  from  Maine  cannot 
yield  for  the  purpose  of  the  gentleman 
from  Delaware  offering  an  amendment. 

Mr.  COHEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  yield  the  balance 
of  my  time  to  the  gentleman  from  Dela- 
ware (Mr.  du  Pont)  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maine? 


There  was  no  objection. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Delaware  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED   BT  MB.  DT7  PONT 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  amendment  as  fol- 
lows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  dtt  Pont:  Page 
32,  Immediately  after  line  26,  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

Sec.  16.  (a)  Chapter  6  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  la  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"§  607.  Delivery  of  mail  by  nonprofit  orga- 
nizations 

"(a)  Notwithstanding  section  1725  of  title 
18,  any  member  of  a  private  nonprofit  orga- 
nization (other  than  a  political  committee) 
may  deposit  any  mailable  matter  relating  to 
the  activities  or  functions  of  such  organi- 
zation in  any  letterbox,  If  (1)  such  member 
engages  in  such  activity  on  a  voluntary  basis 
without  reimbursement  from  such  organi- 
zation; and  (2)  such  organization  has  ob- 
tained written  approval  to  engage  in  such 
activity  from  the  postmaster  for  the  district 
in  which  such  activity  is  to  be  conducted. 

"(b)  Any  mailable  matter  which  is  de- 
posited in  accordance  with  subsection  (a) 
may  be  deposited  without  the  payment  of 
any  postage  on  such  mailable  matter. 

"(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section— 

"(1)  the  term  'letterbox'  means  any  letter- 
box established,  approved  or  accepted  by  the 
Postal  Service  for  the  receipt  or  delivery  of 
maU  matter  on  any  mail  route,  except  that 
such  term  shall  not  include  any  unit  of  10 
or  more  letterboxes  situated  at  the  same  lo- 
cation; 

"(2)  the  term  'mailable  matter'  means  any 
matter  which — 

"(A)  is  not  less  than  3  inches  nor  more 
than  9  inches  in  height; 

"(B)  is  not  less  than  4*4  inches  nor  more 
than  12  inches  in  length; 

"(C)  is  rectangiilar  in  shape; 

"(D)  has  a  ratio  of  height  to  length  which 
is  not  less  than  1  to  1.414  (1  to  the  square 
root  of  2); 

"(3)  the  term  'political  committee'  has  the 
meaning  given  it  by  section  301(d)  of  the 
Federal  Election  Campaign  Act  of  1971  (2 
U.S.C.  431(d));  and 

"(4)  the  term  'private  nonprofit  organi- 
zation' means  any  organization  np  part  of 
the  net  earnings  or  income  of  which  inures, 
or  may  lawfully  inure,  to  the  benefit  of  any 
private  shareholder  or  individual.". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  6  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
item: 

"607.  Delivery  of  mail  by  nonprofit  organi- 
zations.". 

(c)  Section  1725  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Whoever" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  pro- 
vided by  section  607  of  title  39,  whoever". 

Mr.  du  PONT  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record  so  that 
I  might  explain  it  to  the  Members. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
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the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Delaware? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  du  PONT  asked  and  was  given 
permission    to    revise    and    extend    his 

Mr.  du  PONT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
very  simple  amendment  that  permits 
private  nonprofit  organizations  such  as 
church  groups,  civic  groups,  Boy  Scouts 
and  Girl  Scouts  to  use  volunteer  help  to 
deliver  into  mailboxes  the  circulars  and 
material  put  out  by  their  organizations. 
The  amendment  specifically  excludes 
political  committees  so  politicians  can- 
not use  it.  It  simply  permits  nonprofit 
groups  to  put  in  mailboxes  their  flyers 
provided  they  are  distributed  by  volun- 
teer means. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
thought  a  good  deal  about  this  amend- 
ment and  actually  what  this  would  be 
doing  is  legitimizing  something  that  is 
presently  illegitimate  today.  So  I  per- 
sonally support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding  and 
support  his  amendment  because  it  does 
further  allow  the  private  express  statute 
to  be  repealed.  I  think  this  is  a  good 
thing.  That  was  the  thing  we  were  trying 
to  do  in  the  last  amendment.  I  hope  there 
will  be  more  areas  in  which  we  can  get 
this  carried  out. 

Again  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Delaware  a  question:  If  this  pro- 
hibits nonprofit  groups  from  distribut- 
ing political  material? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  The  amendment  only 
permits  distribution  of  materials  relat- 
ing to  the  functions  of  those  organiza- 
tions. In  addition,  there  must  be  approval 
by  the  postmaster  for  the  project  so  that 
it  would  effectively  prohibit  political 
material  from  being  distributed. 

Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana.  Is  it  the  intent 
of  the  gentleman  from  Delaware  that 
political  material  be  excluded? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  It  is  my  intent,  and 
the  amendment  states  that  only  mate- 
rial relating  to  the  activities  or  functions 
of  such  organizations  may  be  distributed. 


Mr.  MYERS  of  Indiana.  What  about  a 
political  group  that  is  nonprofit,  a  labor 
union  or  something  like  that,  could  they 
go  ahead  and  do  it? 

Mr.  du  PONT.  No;  no  political  organi- 
zations are  allowed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Delaware  (Mr.  du  Pont)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di- 
vision (demanded  by  Mr.  Ryan)  there 
were — ayes  34,  noes  18. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.    MAGUTRE 

Mr.  MAGUIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Maguire:  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  insert  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

Sec.  16.  Congress  finds  that  the  quality  of 
postal  service  for  first  class  mail  has  been 
and  appears  to  be  continuing  to  decline  at 
an  alarming  rate;  that  the  price  of  first  class 
mail  is  at  the  same  time  increasing  in  the 
face  of  ever  worsening  service,  and  that  it 
appears  likely  to  contimie  to  do  so;  that  for 
millions  of  Americans,  the  mails  are  a  vital 
and  in  some  cases  critical  communications 
link  with  the  outside  world;  that,  while 
users  of  other  classes  of  mail  have  the  finan- 
cial ability  and  economic  incentives  to  or- 
ganize and  provide  for  their  own  representa- 
tion in  postal  matters,  first  class  mailers 
lack  the  ability  to  organize  themselves  on 
their  own  to  provide  the  representation  need- 
ed to  protect  their  interests;  and  that  unless 
corrective  action  is  taken  by  Congress  to  re- 
verse the  trend  of  poorer  quality  and  higher 
cost  first  class  mail  service,  those  problems 
will  almost  certainly  worsen  and  probably 
accelerate. 

(a)  (1)  There  is  hereby  established  an  in- 
dependent corporation  to  be  known  as  the 
First  Class  Mailers'  Action  Alliance  which 
shall  have  all  powers  appropriate  and  nec- 
essary to  represent  the  interest  of  first  class 
mailers  in  high  quality  and  low  cost  service 
in  matters  substantially  affecting  their  in- 
terests before  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice, the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  the  courts, 
and  the  Congress.  The  Alliance  shall  be  cre- 
ated and  empowered  to  initiate  operations 
when  Congress  approves  a  final  plan  after 
the  procedures  described  in  Section  3. 

(2)  The  Alliance  -shall  be  financed  by  vol- 
untary contributions  from  first  class  mailers. 
The  Postal  Service  shall  provide  for  the  de- 
livery, not  less  than  quarterly,  of  postal 
patron  cards  requesting  voluntary  contribu- 
tions to  support  the  Alliance,  as  well  as  pro- 
vide for  other  administrative  services  re- 
lating to  the  creation,  establishment  and 
initial  operation  of  the  Alliance.  Space  shall 
be  provided  on  returnable  cards  for  patrons 
to  express  comments  on  their  postal  service. 

(b)(1)  The  Postal  Service  is  directed  to 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  within  180 
days  from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  a 
detailed  plan  for  the  establishment  and  op- 
eration of  the  Alliance,  and  a  Notice  solicit- 
ing public  comments  thereon.  The  plan  shall 
include  provisions  relating  to  the  following 
specific   matters:    (i)    the  establishment   of 
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an  interim  Board  of  Directors  and  the  ap- 
pointment of  interim  officers;    (ii)   the  elec- 
tion and  periodic  reelection  of  a  permanent 
Board  of  Directors  and  appointment  of  per- 
manent officers;   (iii)  collection  of  voluntary- 
contributions  at  least  quarterly;   (iv)  provi- 
sions for  insuring  that  the  Alliance  will  be 
controlled  by  the  contributors  and  that  its 
officers  and  directors  will  be  accountable  to 
the  contributors;  (v)  detailed  conflict  of  in- 
terest rules  for  the  members  of  the  Board 
of  Directors,  officers,  and  employees  of  the 
Alliance,  and  full  disclosure  rules  for  those 
seeking  election  to  the  Board;    (vi)   detailed 
listings  of  the  powers  and  duties  o:f  the  Al- 
liance, Its  Board,  and  its  officers;    (vii)   rec- 
ommendations for  staffing  and  funding  of  the 
Alliance;    (viil)  full  access  by  the  Board  of 
the  Alliance  and  by  its  officers  to  the  books 
and  records  of  the  Postal  Service  and  to  the 
meetings  of  its  Board  of  Governors;  and  (ix) 
any  other  matters  necessary  or  appropriate 
for  the  operation  of  the  Alliance. 

(2)  The  Notice  in  the  Federal  Register  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (a)  shall  provide  for 
a  period  of  public  comment  of  not  less  than 
30  days  from  the  date  of  the  publication  of 
such  Notice.  The  final  plan  shall  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  not  later  than  90 
days  from  the  date  of  the  original  publica- 
tion of  the  Notice,  and  a  copy  thereof  shall 
be  simultaneously  submitted  to  both  Houses 
of   Congress   for   action  by  them. 

(3)  In  the  event  that  the  Postal  Service 
fails  to  meet  any  of  the  deadlines  set  forth 
in  this  section,  no  funds  shall  be  paid  from 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Postal  Service  until  such  deadline  has  been 
met.  Any  person  may  bring  an  action  in  a 
district  court  of  the  United  States  to  en- 
force the  provisions  of  this  subsection  and 
shall  be  awarded  his  costs,  including  a  rea- 
sonable attorneys'  fee  in  the  event  that  he 
substantially  prevails  in  such  an  action. 

Mr.  MAGUIRE  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New- 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  MAGUIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  MAGUIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
all  disturbed  that  while  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  requesting  yet  more  billions  of  dol- 
lars in  increased  appropriations  and  sug- 
gesting a  further  rise  in  the  cost  of  first- 
class  postage,  service  deteriorates  at  an 
alarming  rate.  We  all  know  of  genuine 
complaints  about  late  delivery,  lost  mail, 
reduction  in  the  number  of  mail  collec*- 
tion  boxes  in  our  communities,  the  clos- 
ing of  local  post  offices,  and  so  on.  I  would 
guess  that  before  long  we  will  have  many, 
many  post  offices  shut  down,  particular- 
ly in  the  rural  parts  of  the  country.  We 
may  see  the  day  when  we  have  to  pay 
25  cents  for  a  first-class  letter.  We  may 
see  no  Saturday  deliveries,  and  so  on, 
if  the  current  trend  continues. 


While  users  of  second-  and  third-class 
mail  have  the  financial  ability  and  eco- 
nomic incentive  to  organize  and  provide 
for  their  own  representation,  ordinary 
citizens  who  use  first-class  mail  do  not 
have  similar  resources. 

Sixty  years  ago  people  in  this  country 
could  directly  petition  the  post  office  for 
redress.  Today  they  are  at  the  mercy  of 
a  vast  and  insensitive  bureaucracy. 

My  proposal  would  provide  for  a  First 
Class  Mailers'  Alliance  which  would  be 
financed  by  voluntary  contributions  from 
first-class  mailers.  It  would  not  come  in- 
to creation  until  the  Congress  had  re- 
viewed and  acted  on  a  specific  proposal 
from  the  Postal  Service. 

The  amendment  would  require  that  the 
Postal  Service  deliver  postal  patron  cards 
four  times  a  year,  requesting  voluntary 
financial  support  for  the  operation  of  this 
public  corporation.  Space  would  be  pro- 
vided on  these  cards  for  permission  to 
comment  on  the  quality  of  service.  Citi- 
zens could  address  themselves  to  specific 
service  difficulties  that  they  are  having 
locally  and  the  Alliance  could  act  on 
their  behalf.  Now  there  is  nowhere  to  go 
and  no  appeal  for  the  ordinary  citizen. 
Citizens  and  the  Alliance  could  also  ad- 
dress overall  policy  issues — funding, 
management,  and  so  on. 

With  the  Alliance  citizens  would  have 
an  independent  voice  before  the  United 
States  Postal  Service,  The  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  the  courts,  and  the  Con- 
gress. There  would  be  more  accountabil- 
ity. There  would  be  an  opportunity  to  act 
in  the  interests  of  consumers. 

In  sum,  we  would  have,  not  a  new 
bureaucracy,  but  an  entity  which  costs 
nothing  to  the  Federal  Treasury  and 
which  would  be  supported  by  voluntary 
contributions.  If  we  adopt  this  amend- 
ment we  will  have  a  citizen's  First  Class 
Mailers'  Alliance  which  can  act  on  genu- 
ine complaints  about  deteriorating  postal 
service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recommend  this 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  an  important 
amendment.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  open  up,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  Pan- 
dora's box  to  many,  many  other  things: 
Np.  1,  the  add-on  to  the  cost  of  the 
operation  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service.  If 
I  understand  correctly,  it  would  require 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  to  mail  to  every 
postal  patron  a  card  four  times  a  year. 
Consider  the  cost  involved  in  that  type 
of  program,  and  that  alone — that  one 
provision — would  suggest  the  defeat  of 
the  amendment. 

I  can  appreciate  what  the  gentleman 
Is  attempting  to  effect,  but  actually  we 
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open  up  an  avenue  where  many  other 
entities  in  our  society  beyond  the  first- 
class  postal  patron  could  come  aboard 
and  seek  a  similar  accommodation.  I 
remind  my  colleagues  once  again  that  the 
institution  happens  to  be  running  a 
deficit  that  conceivably  could  be  $1.8  bil- 
lion this  year  providing  the  basic  services 
that  it  is  providing  today.  Where,  then, 
is  the  money  coming  frc~  to  fund  fur- 
ther add-ons?  It  just  is  not  in  the  cards. 

Mr.  MAGUIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  MAGUIRE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  think  the  gentleman  would  find,  if 
he  looked  at  this  carefully,  that  increased 
costs  are  going  to  be  absolutely  minimal. 
What  we  are  going  to  have  is  some  cards 
to  be  delivered  along  with  the  rest  of  the 
mail,  and  the  cost  would  be  minimal.  We 
have  also  a  situation  where  this  is  the 
only  thing  that  really  resembles  a  Fed- 
eral utility,  and  we  have  no  consumer 
representation  on  that  utility  which  is 
meaningful.  So  I  would  hope  that  the 
gentleman  would  consider  that. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Once  again,  there  are 
more  than  70  million  patrons  in  America, 
so  we  are  talking  about  mailing  or  de- 
livering 70  million  cards  4  times  a  year. 
So  again  we  further  expand  upon  the 
fiscal  problem  of  this  agency,  and  I  sug- 
gest that  the  amendment  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Maguire). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Maguire) 
there  were — ayes  7,  noes  32. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.    LITTON 

Mr.  LITTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  fellows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Litton:  Page 
14,  immediately  after  line  2,  insert  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"(3)  (A)  The  Postal  Service  shall,  with  re- 
spect to  any  permanent  residential  address 
receiving  door  delivery,  provide  for  the  col- 
lection of  mall  at  such  address  in  any  case 
in  which  any  person  residing  at  such  address 
has  made  an  appropriate  indication  that  mail 
has  been  deposited  for  collection  at  svich 
address,  whether  or  not  the  mail  carrier  in- 
volved has  any  mail  for  delivery  to  such 
address. 

"(B)  The  Postal  Service  shall  prescribe 
regulations  to  establish  criteria  with  respect 
to  the  manner  in  which  any  person  may 
make  an  appropriate  indication  under  sub- 
paragraph (A).  Such  criteria  shall  permit 
the  vise  of  a  flag  or  similar  signal  or  device 
to  serve  as  a  means  of  making  such  indi- 
cation. 

Page  14,  line  3,  strike  out  "(3)"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(4)". 

Page  14,  line  9,  strike  out  "(4)"  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(5)". 


Page  14,  line  10,  strike  out  "and"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  a  comma,  and  Insert  ", 
and  paragraph  (3)  "  immediately  after  "para- 
graph (2)(C)'\ 

Page  14,  line  14,  strike  o\it  "(5)  "  and  Insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "(6)  ". 

Mr.  LITTON  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri? 
.  There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  LITTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  my 
amendment  does  is  very  simple.  It  re- 
quires that  when  a  postman  goes  by  a 
mailbox  and  the  flag  is  up  indicating 
there  is  some  mail  to  pick  up,  the  post- 
man will  pick  up  the  mail.  As  it  stands 
now  the  postman  passes  by  until  there 
is  some  mail  to  be  delivered.  This  means 
that  if  one  has  a  gas  bill  to  pay  you  hope 
somebody  writes  you  within  the  next  few 
days  so  the  postman  will  deliver  the  let- 
ter to  you  and  stop  and  pick  up  your 
outgoing  mail. 

When  I  first  moved  here  no  one  knew 
our  address.  My  wife  tried  for  several 
days  to  mail  out  a  letter  from  our  box 
but  since  we  had  no  mail  coming  in  the 
postman  did  not  stop  to  pick  up  our 
mail.  I  thought  in  desperation  in  order 
to  have  some  mail  coming  in  I  could 
have  the  Congressional  Record  sent  to 
my  address  simply  to  get  my  mail  picked 
up. 

My  amendment  says  that  when  the 
postman  goes  by  the  mailbox  and  the  flag 
is  up  showing  there  is  some  mail  in  the 
box  he  will  stop  and  pick  up  the  mail. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LITTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  support  the  gentleman's  amendment 
but  I  want  to  make  sure  this  is  not  an- 
other make-work  amendment  for  the 
Postal  Service.  It  is  not  mandatory  under 
this  bill  that  a  letter  carrier  stop  at  every 
box  or  at  every  door  except  in  the  case 
where  the  flag  is  up  or  some  similar  sig- 
nal indicates  there  is  mail  to  be  picked 
up.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LITTON.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  LOTT.  Under  the  existing  Postal 
Service  regulations  a  postman  does  not 
have  to  stop  unless  there  is  mail  to  be 
delivered.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LITTON.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect, with  the  exception  of  motorized 
pick  up,  yes. 

Mr.  LOTT.  I  can  see  how  in  certain 
areas  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  have 
the  mail  picked  up  under  existing  regula- 
tions. I  think  the  gentleman  has  a  good 
amendment. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
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gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LITTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  this  in 
urban  delivery  or  rural  delivery? 

Mr.  LITTON.  The  regulations  now 
stipulate  in  the  case  of  motorized  pick- 
up they  will  pick  up  mail  where  they  are 
not  necessarily  delivering. 

Mr.  MINETA.  Would  this  apply  only 
in  the  case  of  motorized  delivery  or  is 
this  also  applying  to  the  letter  carrier 
walking  from  door  to  door?  It  seems  to 
me  from  the  wording  in  the  amendment 
the  letter  carrier  going  from  door  to  door 
in  an  urban  situation,  if  the  flag  were 
up,  the  carrier  would  have  to  stop  to  pick 
up  the  mail. 

Mr.  LITTON.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  MINETA.  So  this  amendment 
would  not  be  limited  to  just  motorized 
pickup  but  also  would  extend  to  the 
letter  carrier  who  is  walking  his  area? 

Mr.  LITTON.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

My  amendment  corrects  an  ironic 
inequity  in  our  Postal  Service  and 
makes  more  efficient  our  city,  docr-to- 
door  service  areas  for  residents  who 
either  utilize  a  flag  signal  or  make  a 
similar  indication  that  they  have  de- 
posited mail  for  collection. 

I  wholeheartedly  agree  with  the  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee's  de- 
termination that  the  Congress  should 
have  the  responsibility  to  define  what 
constitutes  proper  postal  "public  serv- 
ice." My  amendment  extends  the  "public 
service"  concept  of  city  area,  door  service 
by  emphasizing  that  a  "postal  carrier"  is 
not  just  a  m3il  "deliverer,"  but  is  also,  as 
the  duality  of  the  term  implies,  a  mail 
"receiver."  Present  day  Postal  Service 
regulations  do  not  require  a  "postal  car- 
rier" in  city  door  service  areas  to  pick  up 
mail  if  he  has  none  to  leave,  hence  he  is 
not  performing  his  "receiver"  function. 

My  office  has  received  a  constant 
deluge  of  irate  postal  patron  mail  con- 
cerning this  very  abuse.  One  elderly  lady, 
was  bluntly  told  by  her  postmaster  that 
she  had  no  recourse  but  to  wait  until  her 
"carrier"  had  mail  to  leave.  Conse- 
quently, she  has  to  deliver,  at  a  serious 
inconvenience,  her  mail  to  a  community 
mailbox.  I  believe  that  this  is  a  blatant 
disservice  and  affront  to  every  American 
citizen,  especially  those  who  cannot  make 
the  trip  to  a  community  drop  box  or  post 
office  because  of  their  age,  physical 
handicaps,  or  lack  of  available  transpor- 
tation. Oftentimes  the  mail  service  is 
these  persons'  only  contact  with  the  out- 
side world. 

I  believe  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee  is  genuinely  interested,  as 
is  the  Congress,  in  "maintaining  a  sys- 


tem which  shall  provide  a  maximum  de- 
gree of  effective  and  regular  postal  serv- 
ices throughout  the  Nation,"  as  H.R.  8603 
states.  The  concept  behind  rejecting  the 
Postal  Service's  plan  to  exempt  new  resi- 
dential developments  from  door-to-door 
service  was  based  upon  an  honest  evalu- 
ation of  the  means  to  attain  a  "high  level 
of  delivery  service  to  the  public,"  as  their 
committee  report  states.  It  is  their  asser- 
tion that  door  service  in  city  areas  is 
more  efficient  than  curb-line  or  cluster- 
box  service. 

It  is  my  opinion,  however,  that  pres- 
ently there  exists  an  ironic  inequity  in 
our  Postal  Service.  Curb-line  or  cluster- 
box  service  is  actually  more  efficient  than 
door-to-door  service,  with  respect  to  mail 
collection,  because  curb-line  and  cluster- 
box  mail  is  collected  if  the  flag  on  those 
mailboxes  is  raised.  In  contrast,  as  I 
have  previously  stated,  mail  is  not  col- 
lected in  door  service  areas  if  the  mail- 
man has  none  to  leave.  My  amendment 
simply  elevates  door  service  to  its  right- 
ful level  above  curb-line  and  clusterbox 
service. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  col- 
leagues, it  is  evident  that  the  wrath  of 
the  American  citizen  toward  the  Postal 
Service  is  because  increasing  postal  rates 
have  not  resulted  in  increased  service. 

I  believe  that  the .  language  of  my 
amendment  adequately  reflects  the  dis- 
satisfaction of  both  the  citizens  of  this 
country  and  the  Congress  with  the  fail- 
ure of  the  Postal  Service  to  promulgate 
efficient  public  service  regulations  and 
practices.  Congress  is  oftentimes  criti- 
cized for  enacting  legislation  which 
places  too  many  restrictions  on  the  public 
and  of  being  insensitive  to  their  daily 
needs.  If  my  amendment  is  adopted  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  will  recog- 
nize that  we  are  empathetic  toward  their 
problems.  This  amendment  services  this 
Nation's  citizens  in  a  very  practical  way 
on  a  daily  basis.  We  are  providing  for 
them  a  very  real  and  tangible  "public 
service."  Let  us  provide,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  service  with  a  bill  which  human- 
istically applies  to  each  and  every  citizen 
of  the  United  States. 

The  Postal  Service  estimates  that  70 
percent  of  residences  in  city,  door  deliv- 
ery areas  receive  mail  each  day.  The  in- 
creased cost  of  picking  up  mail  from 
those  within  this  30  percent  who  do  not 
receive  mail  on  a  given  day  who  have 
mail  to  be  picked  up  that  particular  day 
would  be  small.  My  amendment  shows 
that  the  Postal  Service  is  just  as  inter- 
ested in  picking  up  the  mail  as  they  are 
in  delivering  it.  Surely  we  are  not  asking 
the  Postal  Service  too  much  by  asking 
that  postmen  walking  by  a  mailbox  with 
a  flag  up  indicating  they  have  mail  to  be 
picked  up  should  pick  up  the  mail  even 
though  they  have  no  mail  to  deliver  to 
that  particular  mailbox  that  day. 
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Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and  for  the 
same  reasons  again. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
used  his  time. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, may  I  be  recognized? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  is  recognized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Hanley)  . 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding.  Very  briefly, 
this  would  increase  the  workload  of  the 
Post  Office  by  30  percent. 

I  remind  the  House  that  85  percent  of 
the  U.S.  Postal  Sen-ice  is  for  personnel. 
Where  again  is  the  money  to  underwrite 
the  additional  workload  which  is  esti- 
mated to  be  about  30  percent  more  than 
its  present  workload? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  defeat  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LITTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  LITTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
point  out  that  70  percent  of  postal  pa- 
trons receive  mail  each  day  as  it  is,  so 
the  only  additional  work  is  the  30  per- 
cent that  have  no  additional  mail,  but 
might  be  mailing  out  a  letter  that  par- 
ticular day.  I  doubt  that  we  are  talking 
about  that  kind  of  increase  in  cost. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Missouri  (Mr.  Litton  > . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Neal  )  for  the  purpose  of  offering  an 
amendment. 

a.m:\dmfnt    offered    by    mr.    neal 
Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Neal:  Page  22, 
line  20,  strike  the  word  "for"  and  all  that 
follows  thereafter  through  the  period  on  line 
21,  and  insert  the  following:  "as  a  part  of  a 
looseleaf  reporting  service  concerning  devel- 
opments in  the  law  or  public  policy." 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  amend- 
ment offers  a  statutory  limitation  on  the 
kind  of  matter  allowed  the  second-class 
privilege  under  this  section.  The  amend- 
ment limits  the  second-class  privilege  to 
those  periodicals  that  now  have  the 
privilege  by  regulation. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  com- 
mittee is  willing  to  accept  the  amend- 
ment. We  have  given  it  consideration  and 
find  it  appropriate  to  the  bill  we  are  con- 
sidering. 


Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  M'  Chair- 
man, Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  gentleman  is  referring  to-  a 
section  of  the  bill  offered  by  me  in  the 
committee.  I  have  conferred  with  all 
that  are  involved.  I  commend  the  gentle- 
man for  achieving  a  result  better  thar, 
I  did. 

I  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NEAL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
does  the  amendment  do  again? 

Mr.  NEAL.  It  limits  the  type  of  mail 
that  can  be  mailed  under  the  second- 
class  mail  privilege.  The  Postal  Service 
had  attempted  to  change  a  custom  that 
had  been  in  practice  a  number  of  years; 
to  allow  the  second-class  privilege  to 
publications  of  loose-leaf-type  material. 
These  users  of  the  mail  objected  stren- 
uously. Under  the  bill  there  was  an  at- 
tempt made  to  codify  in  law  that  these 
types  of  loose-leaf  publications  would  be 
allowed  the  privilege.  As  the  law  was 
written,  it  would  have  opened  up  second- 
class  mail  privileges  to  all  types  of  ma- 
terial. Conceivably,  the  Sears  Roebuck 
catalog  could  be  presented  in  loose-leaf 
form  and  be  allowed  the  second-class 
mail  privilege,  which  is  not  at  all  the 
intent  of  that  provision.  This  amend- 
ment limits  the  kind  of  matter  allowed 
the  second-class  mail  privilege. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina   (Mr.  Neal). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley) . 

AMENDMENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.     HANLEY 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hanley:  Page 
21,  line  17,  insert  "(1)"  immediately  after 
"(b)". 

Page  21,  line  18.  strike  out  "(1)"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "  (A)  ". 

Page  21,  line  23,  strike  out  "(2)"  and  in- 
sert in  lieu  thereof  "(B)  ". 

Page  22,  immediately  after  line  2,  insert 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

(2)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  as  such  provisions 
were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to  any 
temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the 
Postal  Service  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission,  dated  September 
18,  1975,  for  a  recommended  decision,  bear- 
ing Docket  Number  R76-1,  except  that  such 
temporary  rate  or  fee  may  not  exceed  the 
lesser  of  (A)  the  rate  or  fee  requested  for 
such  class  or  service;  or  (B)  a  rate  or  fee 
which  is  more  than  one-fifth   greater  than 
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the  permanent  rate  or  fee  in  effect  for  that 
class  or  service  at  the  time  a  permanent 
change  in  the  rate  or  fee  of  such  class  or 
service  was  requested  under  section  3622  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  by  the  Postal 
Service  in  its  request  bearing  Docket  Number 
R76-1. 

Page  26,  line  1,  strike  out  section  14. 

Page  26,  line  24,  renumber  the  section 
designations  following  accordingly. 

Mr.  HANLEY  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record, 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  ask,_ 
has  this  amendment  been  printed  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  No,  it  has  not  been,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
already  yielded  his  time. 

PARLIAMENTARY   INQUIRY 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 

Mr.  '  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  '  Chairman, 
would  it  be  in  order  to  yield  a  portion  of 
my  time  to  the  gentleman? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  would  have  to 
be  done  by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  yield  2  minutes  of 
my  time  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,' I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Just  briefly,  this  is  a  provision  which 
was  contained  in  the  bill  H.R.  8603  hav- 
ing to  do  with  reducing  the  next  tem- 
porary rate  increase  from  33  percent  to 
20  percent.  So  it  would  have  the  effect  of 
reducing  the  proposed  13-cent  stamp  to 
12  cents.  The  accommodation  would  be 
across  the  board  for  all  classes  of  mail. 

The  language  is  identical  to  that  which 
was  contained  in  the  bill.  The  cost  fac- 
tor Is  about  $600  million.  Very  briefly, 
that  is  what  it  is,  and  our  thought  here 
is  that  we  would  provide  this  accom- 
modation to  the  postal  patron  on  a  one- 
time basis,  and  then  give  the  study  com- 
mission the  opportunity  over  the  next  2- 
year  period  to,  hopefully,  put  the  matter 
of  rates  into  its  proper  perspective. 

Essentially,  if  we  support  the  amend- 
ment, it  would  have  the  effect  of  reduc- 
ing the  pending  raise  for  a  first  class 
stamp  from  13  cents  to  12  cents,  and 
along  with  it  a  comparable  reduction  for 
all  other  classes  of  mail. 


Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  The  gentleman's 
amendment,  as  I  understand  it,  merely 
corects  the  language  and  updates  it  from 
what  we  had  in  the  original  bill. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  So  that  it  preserves 
the  12-cent  ceiling? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT   OFFERED   BY   MR.   BUCHANAN 

Mr.    BUCHANAN.    Mr.    Chairman,    I 

offer  an  amendment. 

The   Clerk   read   as   follows: 
Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Buchanan:  At 

the  end  of  the  bill,  insert  a  new  section  as 

follows: 

Sec.    (     ) .    (a)    Section    203    of    title    39, 

United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 

follows : 
"§  203.    Postmaster   General;    Deputy   Post- 
master General 

"(a)  The  chief  executive  officer  of  the 
Postal  Service  Is  the  Postmaster  General 
appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  His  pay 
shall  be  fixed  by  the  Governors. 

"(b)  The  alternate  chief  executive  officer 
of  the  Postal  Service  is  the  Deputy  Post- 
master General  appointed  by  the  President 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.  His  pay  shall  be  fixed  by  the  Gov- 
ernors.". 

(b)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  202  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(c)  The  Postmaster  General  and  the 
Deputy  Postmaster  General  each  shall  be 
voting  members  of  the  Board.". 

(c)  Subsection  (d)  of  section  202  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

(d)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  205  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(c)  The  Board  shall  act  upon  majority 
vote  of  those  members  who  are  present,  and 
any  6  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
for  the  transaction  of  business  by  the  Board 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title.". 

(e)  The  first  parenthetical  phrase  in  the 
first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
1002  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  "(except  a  Gov- 
ernor, a  member  of  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission, the  Postmaster  General,  or  the 
Deputy  Postmaster  General) ". 

Mr.  BUCHANAN  (during  the  reading) . 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala- 
bama? 
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There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  ask 
one  question.  This  is  the  amendment  that 
calls  for  Presidential  appointment  and 
Senate  approval? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  That  is  right,  of  the 
Postmaster  General  and  the  Deputy. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. And  also  says  that  the  Board  of 
Governors  will  establish  the  pay? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Will  that  affect  the  present  limit 
we  have  on  pay  for  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral of  $60,000? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  No,  it  will  not. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
reviewed  the  gentleman's  amendment.  It 
makes  a  great  deal  of  sense,  and  I  am 
delighted  to  say  that  we  are  in  support 
of  it. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  reviewed  this.  As  a  matter  of  fact.  I 
think  this  was  discussed  in  committee, 
although  it  was  not  brought  up  as  an 
amendment.  I  know  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Hinshaw)  was  in  favor 
of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  will  say  to  the  gen- 
tleman that  I  offered  this  on  behalf  of 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Hinshaw),  who  had  to  be  in  California 
with  the  President.  I  urge  support  for 
this  amendment,  and  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman  and  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Buchanan)  . 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMDENT    OFFERED    BY    MR.    GUDE 

Mr.  GUDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gude:  Page  25, 
immediately  after  the  material  immediately 
below  line  14,  insert  the  following  new  sec- 
tion: 

Sec.  13.  (a)  Subchapter  IV  of  chapter  36 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

"§  3663.  Construction  of  Postal  Service  facili-, 
ties 


"(a)  When  the  Postal  Service  determines 
It  is  necessary  to  construct  a  Postal  Servic© 
facility,  the  Postal  Service  shall  notify  any 
agency  of  State  or  local  government  respon- 
sible for  the  administration  or  enforcement 
of  any  law  or  rule  applicable  to  the  use  of 
land  upon  which  such  construction  is  pro- 
posed. The  Postal  Service  shall  consult  with 
any  such  agency  to  determine  whether  such 
construction  is  consistent  with  such  law  or 
rule. 

"(b)  Any  agency  of  State  or  local  govern- 
ment receiving  notification  from  the  Postal 
Service  under  subsection  (a)  may  conduct  a 
hearing  with  respect  to  construction  pro- 
posed by  the  Postal  Service.  Interested  par- 
ties shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  present 
their  views  at  such  hearing. 

"(c)  If  any  agency  or  State  or  local  gov- 
ernment receiving  notification  from  the  Pos- 
tal Service  under  subsection  (a)  does  not 
hold  a  hearing  under  subsection  (b)  within 
90  days  after  receipt  of  such  notification, 
then  the  Postal  Service  shall  conduct  a  hear- 
ing with  respect  to  the  proposed  construc- 
tion of  a  Postal  Service  facility.  Adequate 
advance  notice  of  any  such  hearing  shall  be 
given  to  the  public  in  the  affected  commu- 
nity. The  hearing  shall  be  open  to  the  public, 
with  interested  parties  being  given  an  oppor- 
tunity to  present  their  views;  and  a  suit- 
able record  of  the  hearing  shall  be  kept. 
""(d)  The  Postal  Service  shall  not  under- 
take  construction  of  a  Postal  Service  facil- 
ity before  a  hearing  has  been  conducted  with 
respect  to  such  proposed  construction  under 
subsection   (b)   or  subsection   (c).". 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  subchapter 
IV  of  chapter  36  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  item: 
"3663.  Construction  of  Postal  Service  facili- 
ties.". 

And  redesignate  the  following  sections  ac- 
cordingly. 

Mr.  GUDE  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  GUDE  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GUDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 

simple  amendment,  but  involves  an  im- 
portant principle.  The  amendment  sim- 
ply provides  that  a  public  hearing  will  be 
held  before  beginning  work  on  a  proposed 
postal  facility.  It  would  be  the  respon- 
sibility of  local  or  State  government  to 
hold  such  a  hearing,  but  if  they  do  not 
act  within  90  days  of  being  notified  of  the 
proposed  facility,  then  the  Postal  Service 
would  have  to  hold  the  hearing. 

This  amendment  does  not  alter  the 
existing  decisionmaking  procedures  for 
proposed  postal  buildings.  The  final  deci- 
sion will  still  rest  with  the  Postal  Service, 
subject  to  applicable  Federal,  State,  and 
local  laws.  My  amendment  simply  adds 
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the  provision  of  a  public  hearing  in  order 
to  guarantee  citizen  input. 

The  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  the  most 
visible  example  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment working  for  the  American  citizen. 
It  is  because  of  this  "up-front"  image 
that  the  Postal  Service  must  be  respon- 
sive to  the  needs  of  the  local  commu- 
nities. Presently  we  have  a  law  that  re- 
quires the  Postal  Service  to  consult  with 
local  planning  boards  which  provide  in- 
put from  the  local  citizenry  when  plan- 
ning moves  and  new  construction  proj- 
ects. My  experience  suggests  that  alter- 
natives should  be  available  in  order  to 
insure  that  breakdowns  in  the  system  do 
not  occur. 

One  such  breakdown  occurred  last  year 
in  Olney,  Md.,  a  community  in  my  dis- 
trict. Existing  guidelines  set  up  to  handle 
the  construction  planning  process  for  the 
Postal  Service  were  not  employed.  Citi- 
zens of  the  area  reacted  indignantly  at 
the  prospect  of  a  new  post  office  being 
placed  in  their  community  without  their 
knowledge  and  input. 

The  residents  of  Olney  pride  them- 
selves on  their  community.  Much  citizen 
effort  has  gone  into  planning  and  imple- 
menting a  colonial  architectural  atmos- 
phere. Architectural  design  in  the  colo- 
nial style  was  so  important  that  a  cam- 
paign was  launched  which  included 
persuading  major  store  chains  to  alter 
their  normal  architectural  design  i^  or- 
der that  it  might  blend  with  the  colonial 
scheme. 

This  incident  is  typical  of  the  all  too 
frequent  failure  of  the  Postal  Service  to 
consult  with  the  community  in  planning 
a  facility  that  will  inevitably  have  a  sig- 
nificant impact  on  that  community.  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  so  tie  down 
the  Postal  Service  with  red  tape  that  it 
cannot  make  timely  and  cost-effective 
construction  decisions,  but  I  do  believe 
my  amendment  offers  a  sensible  way  of 
insuring  community  awareness  of  Postal 
Service  plans  and  community  input  into 
those  plans.  The  result  will  be  better 
facilities  and  more  supportive  communi- 
ties. I  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

(Mr.  ROBINSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROBINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment,  which  is 
the  essence  of  a  bill  I  joined  my  distin- 
guished Maryland  colleague,  Mr.  Gude, 
in  sponsoring. 

In  my  own  experience  in  dealing  with 
the  Postal  Service,  I  have  encountered 
several  instances  in  which  adequate  ef- 
fort was  not  made  to  alert  citizens  of  the 


affected  communities  as  to  plans  of  the 
Service  to  construct,  or  to  relocate,  postal 
facilities,  or  to  solicit  comments  as  to 
impact  from  public  officials  of  the  serv- 
ice area  of  the  facility. 

Spot  check  inquiries  as  to  the  effects 
on  business  and  institutional  users  of 
the  mails,  and  on  postal  patrons  in  gen- 
eral, have  provided  inadequate  informa- 
tion on  which  to  base  decisions  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  majority  of  patrons, 
and  on  the  most  cost-effective  basis  for 
the  general  taxpayer. 

Increasingly,  the  Postal  Service  is  lo- 
cating major  facilities  in  suburban  areas 
and  in  relatively  small  communities.  Even 
when  justified  in  the  effort  to  improve 
handling  of  the  mails,  such  facilities 
should  be  built  only  after  input  from 
State  and  local  officials  and — through 
public  hearings — from  postal  patrons 
whose  service  may  be  changed,  as  well  as 
from  residents  of  the  immediate  area  of 
the  projected  facility. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  I  must  em- 
phasize that  I  have  strong  reservations 
as  to  the  bill  as  a  whole.  It  proposes  a 
major  increase  in  the  "public  service" 
subsidy  of  the  Postal  Service  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  without 
dealing  effectively  with  the  failures  of 
the  Postal  Service  to  conduct  its  func- 
tions in  the  businesslike  manner  for 
which  the  Congress — and  the  taxpayers — 
held  such  high  hopes  with  enactment  of 
the  Postal   Reorganization  Act. 

In  particular,  I  regret  the  failure  to 
address,  in  this  bill,  the  matter  of  en- 
couragement of  competitive  private 
mail-carrying  enterprises  through  such 
approaches  as  relaxation  of  the  statutory 
monopoly  of  the  Postal  Service  on  the 
carriage  of  first  class,  or  letter,  mail. 

Private  enterprise,  which  has  demon- 
strated that,  in  many  cases,  it  can  pro- 
vide better  and  more  economical  service 
than  the  Postal  Service  in  the  movement 
of  parcels, "should  be  given  the  oppor- 
tunity it  is  seeking  to  show  what  it  can 
do  with  letters. 

Subsidization  of  some  postal  opera- 
tions may  have  to  be  accepted  indefinite- 
ly, such  as  daily  delivery  to  small  com- 
munities and  rural  areas,"  but  the  overall 
postal  deficit  could  be  reduced  signifi- 
cantly, I  believe,  through  increased  com- 
petition from  the  private  sector. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup- 
port this  amendment.  I  have  knowledge 
of  two  places  in  my  district  where  great 
difficulties  have  arisen  simply  because  of 
the  lack  of  a  public  hearing.  I  congratu- 
late the  gentleman  on  his  amendment. 


209 


Mr.  GUDE.  I  thank  the  gentlewoman. 
Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Maryand  (Mr.  Gude)  .  Earlier  in 
the  year  the  gentleman  wrote  to  me,  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal 
Facilities,  Mail,  and  Labor  Management. 
It  was  explained  to  him  at  that  time  that 
we  intended  to  hold  complete  hearings  on 
the  subject. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  as  simple  as 
it  appears  to  be.  It  involves  billions  of 
dollars,  and  it  is  not  a  matter  to  be  voted 
on  without  hearings.  On  that  basis,  I 
regret  that  I  must  oppose  this  amend- 
ment. 

The  reason  we  have  not  been  able  to 
hold  hearings  is  because  we  have  been 
so  involved  with  previous  hearings  on 
procurement  policies  in  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, in  which  we  were  able  to  get  major 
changes  in  the  procurement  policies.  And 
then  we  had  hearings  on  the  illegal 
opening  of  the  mail,  which  did  take 
more  time.  It  was  not  our  intention,  but 
because  of  these  hearings  there  was  a 
resignation  of  the  Chief  Postal  Inspector. 

I  can  assure  the  Members  that  our 
hearings  are  thorough  and  effective  and 
they  get  to  the  point.  I  hope  the  gentle- 
man will  allow  us  to  continue  with  the 
open-type  of  hearings  in  order  to  study 
thoroughly,  and  as  thoroughly  as  could 
be  done,  the  facilities  program.  I  do 
think  that  the  adoption  of  this  amend- 
ment would  interfere  with  our  hearing 
at  this  time.  Until  we  learn  more  about 
it  I  would  hope  that  the  committee  would 
bear  with  us  and  reject  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GUDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land. 

Mr.  GUDE.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding.  I  recognize  the  Committees 
heavy  workload.  There  would  be  no  legal 
obstruction  to  post  office  activities  as  a 
result  of  these  public  hearings  and  at  the 
same  time  it  would  give  the  citizens  some 
kind  of  input  which  they  are  denied  un- 
der present  circumstances. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. I  can  assure  the  gentleman  that  if 
we  are  allowed  to  proceed  in  an  orderly 
way  we  will  have  hearings  the  latter  part 
of  this  year,  certainly  no  later  than  the 
first  of  next  year.  And  I  would  hope  that, 
with  the  gentleman's  assistance,  perhaps 
this  might  be  a  recommendation  we 
could  make.  I  would  not  like  to  see  it 
pass  at  this  time,  however,  without  hav- 
ing had  hearings.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
will  appreciate  the  position  we  take  on 
this  matter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland  (Mr.  Gude)  . 


The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog- 
nizes the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot)  . 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Idaho. 

(Mr.  SYMMS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  in- 
tended earlier  to  offer  an  amendment 
which  would  affect  the  fourth-class  mail 
or  parcel  post  subsidies,  but  I  rise  at 
this  time  for  the  matter  of  establishing 
a  record  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question  to  clarify  the  intention  of  para- 
graph 5  which  limits  the  reduction  of 
parcel  post  rates  to  10  percent. 

My  question  is:  Does  this  limitation 
apply  to  the  use  of  the  $920  million  the 
Posal  Service  already  has  through  exist- 
ing law,  plus  the  $1.5  billion  this  amend- 
ment would  supply,  plus  any  additional 
sums  Congress  may  appropriate? 

I  ask  this  because  there  are  many 
Members,  including  myself,  who  believe 
that  parcel  post  should  not  get  any  sub- 
sidy at  all.  I  certainly  would  want  to  be 
sure  that  parcel  post  would  benefit  from 
any  appropriations — present,  proposed, 
or  future — only  to  the  extent  of  10  per- 
cent of  its  full  costs. 

I  would  just  like  to  have  the  assur- 
ances of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
(Mi\  Ford)  that  we  have  not  overlooked 
some  technical  loophole  in  drafting  the 
wording  that  would  permit  the  Postal 
Service  to  use  funds  for  any  greater  sub- 
sidy for  parcel  post. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  No,  I  do  not 
think  we  would  change  the  limits  in  any 
way.  At  least  we  have  not  been  able  to 
find  anything  different  from  the  lawyers. 
I  think  the  gentleman's  interpretation 
is  .a  reasonable  accurate  summation  of 
what  we  intended  to  do. 

This  is  a  delicate  compromise  between 
conflicting  points  of  view.  We  wanted 
to  maintain  the  present  status  of  the  in- 
dependent parcel  post  carriers  as  well  as 
the  parcel  post  service  without  trying  to 
advantage  or  disadvantage  anybody  in 
the  competition  of  the  field, 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Intention  of  H.R.  8603  was  to  do  exactly 
that. 

However,  I  must  remind  the  gentle- 
man that  the  adoption  of  the  Alexander 
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amendment  puts  this  thing  into  a  dif- 
ferent light,  and  it  is  a  little  bit  difficult 
now  to  be  definitive  as  to  what  actually 
is  going  to  happen.  My  intent  concurs 
with  that  of  the  gentleman's  interpreta- 
tion, however. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  understand  the  gentle- 
man's original  interpretation  was  to  have 
no  subsidies  for  parcel  post,  but  there 
was  a  compromise. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect. There  was  a  compromise  which  was 
acceptable  to  all  concerned  entities.  That 
is  what  I  hope  will  prevail  in  the  ulti- 
mate bill. 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  am  surprised  that  there  is  any  sub- 
sidy at  all  for  parcel  post.  I  was  under 
the  impression  that  was  against  the 
regulations. 

Who  wants  to  subsidize  parcel  post? 
Why  does  the  Postal  Service  want  to  in- 
cur a  cost  when  they  are  struggling  with 
an  enormous  deficit?  Why  do  they  not 
just  leave  parcel  post  as  it  is? 

Mr.  SYMMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentlewoman  for  bringing  up  that 
question.  My  interpretation  of  this, 
which  may  not  concur  with  that  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  , 
is  that  the  post  office  is  trying  to  make  it 
rough  on  United  Parcel  Service.  They 
subsidize  the  parcel  post  or  4th  class  for 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  and  the  United 
Parcel  Service  has  to  compete  with  them, 
so  it  means  a  tough  deal  for  private  en- 
terprise. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  originally 
the  public  service  factor  prevailed  across 
the  board.  I  will  remind  the  gentleman 
that  the  parcel  post  service  embraces  the 
concept  I  had  in  mind,  and  we  were  in 
support  of  this  provision  and  it  was 
looked  upon  as  a  very  fair  provision. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  what  I  am 
asking  is  this:  Why  does  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice want  to  incur  a  still  greater  deficit? 
Why  do  they  not  handle  parcel  post  at 
cost? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Unfortunately,  until 
very  recently  there  were  a  number  of 
service  areas  in  the  country  that  the 
private  sector  was  not  serving. 

Mr.  KETCHUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  express  my  wholehearted 
support  for  Congressman  Alexander's 
amendment  to  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  Amendments.  I  hope  that  my 


colleagues  will  not  accept  any  weakened 
version  of  this  important  provision. 

I  believe  the  proposed  30  percent  in- 
crease in  first  class  rates  is  stretching 
our  citizen's  patience  with  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  to  the  absolute  limits.  Since  the 
Service  came  into  existence  in  1971,  it 
has  provided  the  American  people  with 
constant  increases  in  rates  coupled  with 
a  deterioration  of  services.  Recognizing 
that  something  must  be  done  to  stop  this 
trend,  the  House,  by  a  resounding  vote 
of  267  to  123,  earlier  adopted  the  Alex- 
ander amendment  to  this  bill.  This 
amendment  simply  requires  the  Postal 
Service  to  come  to  Congress  each  year 
for  authorization  and  appropriation  of 
its  total  budget  and  provides  for  deposit 
of  all  postal  revenues  in  the  general 
treasury  of  the  United  States. 

The  great  expectations  of  the  1970  re- 
organization act  have  not  been  met. 
Service  has  not  improved,  the  postal  def- 
icit has  doubled  and«so,  nearly,  has  the 
cost  of  mailing  a  first  class  letter. 

This  amendment  has  the  effect  of  re- 
storing some  accountability  of  the 
Postal  Service  to  the  people  through 
their  elected  Representatives  in  Congress. 
The  Postal  Service  will  have  to  come  be- 
fore Congress,  present  its  budget  and 
justify.it,  the  same  as  other  Government 
agencies.  Congress  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  review  the  Postal  Service's 
mangement  techniques  and  insure  that 
the  taxpayers  are  getting  their  money's 
worth. 

Again,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  not 
abandon  our  previous  position  on  the 
Alexander  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute,  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no  fur- 
ther amendments,  under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  Chair, 
Mr.  Flowers,  Chairman  of  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit- 
tee, having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organi- 
zational and  financial  matters  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  726,  he  re- 
ported the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  an 
amendment  adopted  by  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  amend- 
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ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  adopt- 
ed in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole?  If 
not,  the  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT  OFFERED  BY  MR. 
DERWINSKI 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  of- 
fer a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op- 
posed to  the  bill? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Derwinski  moves  to  recommit  the  bill, 
H.R.  8603,  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  with  instructions  that  said 
committee  shall  promptly  hold  appropriate 
hearings  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  desire  to 
be  heard  on  his  motion? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  motion  to  recommit  is  normal  ex- 
cept that  it  does  require  that  the  com- 
mittee hold  appropriate  hearings. 

That  suggestion  has  been  made  by 
many  Members  on  the  floor,  and  taking 
this  into  account  I  accordingly  offer  my 
motion  to  recommit.  I  would  move  in 
committee  to  at  once  report  a  bill,  which 
would  limit  the  first-class  rate  increase 
to  20  percent — or  this  really  means  a 
limit  on  first  class  of  12  cents  an  ounce. 
If  we  and  the  Senate  move  fast,  we  can 
head  off  the  December  28  rate  increase. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley)  desire  to 
be  heard  on  the  motion  to  recommit? 

Mr.  HANLEY.  I  do,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish 
to  be  heard  in  opposition  to  the  recom- 
mittal motion. 

I  just  want  to  remind  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinski)  that  the 
committee  had  conducted  19  months  of 
extensive  hearings,  and  I  do  not  see  what 
good  could  come  out  of  a  continuation 
of  the  hearings. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to  the 
recommittal  motion  and  urge  its 
rejection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered  on  the  mo- 
tion to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 


point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

"The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  129,  nays  250, 
not  voting  54,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  651] 

YEAS— 129 

Abdnor 

Grassley 

Mosher 

Adams 

Hagedorn 

Myers,  Ind. 

Archer 

Hannaford 

Myers,  Pa. 

Armstrong 

Hansen 

Neal 

Ashley 

Hastings 

O'Brien 

Bafalis 

Hechler,  W.  Va 

.  Patterson, 

Baucus 

Hicks 

Calif. 

Bauman 

Hillis 

Pettis 

Beard,  Tenn. 

Holland 

Pressler 

Bedell 

Holt 

Quie 

Blouin 

Hughes 

Regula 

Brinkley 

Hutchinson 

Risenhoover 

Broomfield 

Hyde 

Robinson 

Brown,  Mich. 

Jacobs 

Rousselot 

Broyhill 

Jarman 

Russo 

Burgener 

Jeffords 

Satterfield 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Schroeder 

Cederberg 

Jones,  Okla. 

Schulze 

Clancy 

Kasten 

Sebelius 

Clawson,  Del 

Kelly 

Sharp 

Cochran 

Kemp 

Shriver 

Collins,  Tex. 

Ketchum 

Shuster 

Conable 

Kindness 

Skubitz 

Conlan 

Krebs 

Slack 

Crane 

Lagomarsino 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Daniel,  Dan 

Latta 

Snyder 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Lent 

Spence 

Derrick 

Litton 

Stanton, 

Derwinski 

Lott 

J.  William 

Devine 

McClory 

Steed 

Dickinson 

McCloskey 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Dingell 

McCollister 

Symms 

Downing,  Va. 

McDonald 

Talcott 

Edwards,  Ala. 

McEwen 

Taylor,  Mo. 

Emery 

Madigan 

Thone 

Fenwick 

Maguire 

Treen 

Findley 

Mann 

Waggonner 

Flynt 

Mathis 

Whitehurst 

Frenzel 

Michel 

Whitten 

Frey 

Mikva 

Wiggins 

Giaimo 

Miller,  Ohio 

Winn 

Gilman 

Moore 

Wirth 

Goodling 

Moorhead, 

Wydler 

Gradison 

Calif. 
NAYS— 250 

Young,  Fla. 

Addabbo 

Boggs 

Casey 

Alexander 

Boland 

Chisholm 

Ambro 

Boiling 

Clay 

Anderson, 

Bonker 

Cohen 

Calif. 

Bo  wen 

Collins,  111. 

Andrews,  N.C. 

Brademas 

Conte 

Andrews, 

Breckinridge 

Corman 

N.  Dak. 

Brodhead 

Cornell 

Aspin 

Brooks 

Cotter 

AuCoin 

Brown,  Calif. 

Coughlin 

Badillo 

Buchanan 

D'Amours 

Baldus 

Burke,  Calif. 

Danielson 

Beard,  R.I. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Davis 

Bennett 

Burleson,  Tex. 

de  la  Garza 

Bergland 

Burlison,  Mo. 

Delaney 

Bevill 

Burton,  John 

Dellums 

Biaggi 

Byron 

Dent 

Biester 

Carney 

Diggs 

Bingham 

Carr 

Dodd 

Blanchard 

Carter 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Drinan 

Keys 

Rees 

Duncan,  Oreg 

.    Koch 

Reuss 

Duncan,  Tenn.  Krueger 

Richmond 

du  Pont 

LaFalce 

Riegle 

Early 

Lehman 

Rinaldo 

Eckhardt 

Levltas 

Roberts 

Edgar 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Rodino 

Edwards,  Calif.  Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Roe 

212 


Eilberg 
English 
Evans,  Colo. 
-Evans,  Ind. 
Evins,  Tenn. 
Fascell 
Fish 
Fisher 
Fithian 
Flood 
Florio 
Flowers 
Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 
Ford,  Tenn. 
Fountain 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gibbons 
Ginn 
Gonzalez 
Gude 
Haley 
Hall 

Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmidt 
Hanley 
Harkin 
Harrington 
Harris 
Harsha 
Hawkins 
Hayes,  Ind. 
Hays,  Ohio 
Heckler,  Mass. 
Hefner 
Heinz 
Helstoski 
Henderson 
Hightower 
Holtzman 
Howard 
Howe 
Hubbard 
Hungate 
Ichord 
Jenrette 
Johnson,  Calif. 
Johnson,  Pa. 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  N.C. 
Jones,  Tenn. 
Jordan 
Karth 

Kastenmeier 
Kazen 


Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 

McCormack 

McDade 

McFall 

McHugh 

McKay 

McKinney 

Macdonald 

Mahon 

Matsunaga 

Mazzoli 

Meeds  . 

Melcher 

Meyner 

Mezvinsky 

Milford 

Miller,  Calif. 

Mills 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Moakley 

Moffett 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Mottl 

Murphy,  HI. 

Murtha 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nichols 

Nix 

Nolan 

Nowak 

Oberstar 

Obey 

O'Hara 

O'Neill 

Ottinger 

Patman,  Tex. 

Patten,  N.J. 

Pattison,  N.Y. 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Pickle 

Pike 

Poage 

Preyer 

Price 

Pritchard 

Quillen 

Railsback 

Randall 

Rangel 


Rogers 

Roncalio 

Rooney 

Rose 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roush 

Roybal 

Ryan 

St  Germain 

Santini 

Sarasin 

Sarbanes 

Scheuer 

Seiberling 

Shipley 

Simon 

Spellman 

Staggers 

Stanton, 

James  V. 
Steelman 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor,  N.C. 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Tsongas 
Ullman 
Van  Deerlin 
Vander  Veen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whalen 
White 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson,  C.  H. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Yates 
Yatron 

Young,  Alaska 
Young,  Tex.- 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 


NOT  VOTING— 54 


Abzug 

Anderson,  111. 
Annunzio 
Ashbrook 
Barrett 
Bell 
Breaux 
Brown,  Ohio 
Burke,  Fla. 
Burton,  Phillip 
Chappell 
Clausen, 
DonH. 
Cleveland 
Conyers 
Daniels,  N.J. 
Erlenborn 
Esch 
Eshleman 


Fary 

Forsythe 

Fraser 

Gold  water 

Green 

Guyer 

Hebert 

Hinshaw 

Horton 

Landrum 

Leggett 

Lujan 

Madden 

Martin 

Metcalfe 

Mink 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 


Passman 

Peyser 

Rhodes 

Runnels 

Ruppe 

Schneebeli 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Smith,  Iowa 

Solarz 

Stark 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Teague 

Udall 

Vander  Jagt 

Wylie 

Young,  Ga. 


Murphy,  N.Y. 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Sikes  for,  with  Mr.  Annunzio  against. 

Mr.  Passman  for,  with  Dominick  V.  Daniels 
against. 

Mr.  Breaux  for,  with  Ms.  Abzug  against. 

Mr.  Landrum  for,  with  Mr.  Murphy  of  New 
York  against. 


Mr.  Teague  for,~wffch  Mr.  Barrett  against. 
Mr.  Chappell  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 
Mr.  Runnels  for,  with  Mr.  Phillip  Burton 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Green. 
Mr.  Burke  of  Florida  with  Mr.  Sisk. 
Mr.  Erlenborn  with  Mr.  Conyers. 
Mr.  Wylie  with  Mr.  Peyser. 
Mr.  Ashbrook  with  Mr.  Fary. 
Mr.  Vander  Jagt  with  Mr.  Fraser. 
Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen  with  Mr.  Leggett. 
Mr.  Ruppe  with  Mr.  Madden. 
Mr.  Bell  with  Mr.  Stark. 
Mr.  Esch  with  Mr.  Metcalfe. 
Mr.  Forsythe  with  Mr.  Young  of  Georgia. 
Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio  with  Mrs.  Mink. 
Mr.  Eshleman  with  Mr.  Solarz. 
Mr.  Cleveland  with  Mr.  TJdall. 
Mr.  Goldwater  with  Mr.  Moss. 
Mr.  Guyer  with  Mr.  Lujan. 
Mr.  Horton  with  Mr.  Martin. 
Mr.  Schneebeli  with  Mr.  Hinshaw. 
Mr.  Steiger  of  Wisconsin  with  Mr.  Smith 
of  Iowa. 

Messrs.  TALCOTT,  KREBS,  DER- 
WINSKI  and  ASHLEY  changed  their 
vote  from  "nay"  to  "yea". 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA  changed  his  vote 
from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 
jected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  267,  nays  113, 
not  voting  53,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  652] 
YEAS — 267 


Abdnor 

Addabbo 

Alexander 

Ambro 

Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews,  N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.  Dak. 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Baldus 
Beard,  R.I. 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Blouin 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boiling 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Brademas 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 


de  la  Garza 

Delaney 

Dellums 

Dent 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Downing,  Va. 

Drinan 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

du  Pont 

Early 

Eckhardt 

Edgar 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Eilberg 

English 

Evans,  Colo. 

Evans,  Ind. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Fascell 

Findley 

Fish 

Fisher 

Fithian 

Flood 

Florio 

Flowers 

Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 

Ford,  Tenn. 


Hays,  Ohio 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Hefner 

Heinz 

Helstoski 

Henderson 

Hightower 

Hillis 

Holland 

Holtzman 

Howard 

Howe 

Hubbard 

Hungate 

Ichord 

Jenrette 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Jordan 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Keys 

Kindness 

Koch 

Krueger  . 

LaFalce 

Lehman 
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Brooks 
Broomfleld 
Brown,  Calif. 
Buchanan 
Burke,  Calif. 
Burke,  Mass. 
Burlison,  Mo. 
Butler 
Carney 
Carr 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chisholm 
Clay 
Cohen 
Collins,  HI. 
Conte 
Corman 
Cornell 
Coughlin 
D'Amours 
Danielson 
Davis 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell,  Md. 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Moorhead,  Pa. 
Morgan 
Mosher 
Murphy,  HI. 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nichols 
Nix 
Nolan 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
O'Brien 
O'Hara 
O'Neill 
Ottinger 
Patman,  Tex. 
Patten,  N.J. 
Patterson, 

Calif. 
Pattison,  N.Y. 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Pike 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Quillen 

Adams 

Archer 

Armstrong 

Ashley 

Baucus 

Bauman 

Beard,  Tenn. 

Bedell 

Brown,  Mich. 

Broyhill 

Burgener 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Burton,  John 

Byron 

Casey 

Clancy 

Clawson,  Del 

Cochran 

Collins,  Tex. 

Conable 

Conlan 

Cotter 

Crane       ' 

Daniel,  Dan 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Derrick 

Derwinski 

Devine 


Fountain 

Frey 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Ginn 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gude 

Haley 

Hall 

Hamilton 

Hammer* 

schmidt 
Hanley 
Harkin 
Harrington 
Harris 
Harsha 
Hastings 
Hawkins 
Hayes,  Ind. 
Railsback 
Randall 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula 
Reuss 
Richmond 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Risenhoover 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Rooney 
Rose 

Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Ryan 

St  Germain 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Scheuer 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Simon 
Spellman 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J.  William 
Stanton, 

James  V. 

NAYS— 113 
Hagedorn 
Hannaford 
Hansen 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 
Hicks 
Holt 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jarman 
Jeffords 
Jones,  Okla. 
Kasten 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Ketchum 
Krebs 

Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Levitas 
Lott 

McCloskey 
McCollister 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Maguire 
Mahon 


Lent 
Litton 
Lloyd,  Calif. 
Lloyd,  Tenn. 
Long,  La. 
Long,  Md. 
McClory 
McCormack 
McDade 
McFall 
McHugh 
McKay 
McKinney 
Macdonald 
Madigan 
Matsunaga 
Mazzoli 
Meeds 
Mel  cher 
Meyner 
Mezvinsky 
Miller,  Calif. 
Mills 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor,  N.C. 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Tsongas 
Ullman 
Van  Deerlin 
Vander  Veen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson,  C.  H. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Winn 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Yates 
Yatron 

Young,  Alaska 
Young,  Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 


Mottl 

Myers,  Ind. 

Myers,  Pa. 

Neal 

Pettis 

Poage 

Pressler 

Quie 

Robinson 

Rousselot 

Runnels 

Russo 

Santini 

Satterfield 

Schroeder 

Sehulze 

Sebelius 

Sharp 

Shuster 

Skubitz 

Slack 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Snyder 

Spence 

Steed 

Steelman 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Stuckey 


JJicKinson 

Dodd 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Emery 

Fenwick 

Flynt 

Frenzel 

Giaimo 

Gradison 

Grassley 


jviann 
Mathis 
Michel 
Mikva 
Mil  ford 
Miller,  Ohio 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 
Calif. 
NOT  VOTING- 


oymms 
Talcott 
Taylor,  Mo. 
Thone 
Treen 
Waggonner 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Wirth 
Young,  Fla. 
-53 


Abzug 

Anderson,  111 

Annunzio 

Ashbrook 

Barrett 

Bell 

Breaux 

Brown,  Ohio 

Burke,  Fla. 

Burton,  Phillip  Horton 

Chappell  Landrum 


Eshleman 

Fary 

Forsythe 

Fraser 

Goldwater 

Green 

Guyer 

Hebert 

Hinshaw 


Clausen, 
DonH. 
Cleveland 
Conyers 
Daniels,  N.J. 
Erlenborn 
Esch 


Moss 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Passman 

Peyser 

Rhodes 

Ruppe 

Schneebeli 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Smith,  Iowa 

Solarz 

Stark 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Teague 

Udall 

Vander  Jagt 

Wylie 

Young,  Ga. 

announced   the   following 


Leggett 

Lujan 

Madden 

Martin 

Metcalfe 

Mink 

Mitchell,  N.Y 


The   Clerk 
pairs : 

On. this  vote: 

Mr.  Annunzio  for,  with  Mr.  Sikes  against. 

Ms.  Abzug  for,  with  Mr.  Breaux  against. 

Mr.  Dominick  V.  Daniels  for,  with  Mr.  Pass- 
man against. 

Mr.     Hinshaw     for,     with     Mr.     Landrum 
against. 

Mr.  Forsythe  for,  with  Mr.  Teague  against. 

Mr.  Horton  for,  with  Mr.  Chappell  against. 

Mr.  Barrett  for,  with  Mr.  Guyer  against. 

Mr.  Green  for,  with  Mr.  Stark  against. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Wylie  against. 

Mr.  Solarz  for,  with  Mr.  Lujan  against. 

Mr.  Sisk  for,  with  Mr.  Eshleman  against. 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Burke  of  Florida 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 


Phillip  Burton  with  Mr.  Madden. 

Conyers  with  Mr.  Fary. 

Leggett  with  Mr.  Metcalfe. 

Fraser  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Don  H.  Clausen  with  Mr.  Peyser. 

Moss  with  Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois. 

Esch  with  Mr.  Ashbrook. 

.  Mink  with  Mr.  Cleveland. 

Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

Martin  with  Mr.  Erlenborn. 

Mitchell  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Gold- 

Steiger  of  Wisconsin  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 

Udall  with  Mr.  Schneebeli. 

Young   of   Georgia   with   Mr.    Vander 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mrs 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 
water. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 
Jagt. 

Messrs.  COTTER,  LEVITAS,  JOHN  L. 
BURTON,  RUSSO,  and  DODD  changed 
their  votes  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN  changed  his  vote 
from   "nay"  to  "yea." 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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94th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  8603 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

November  3, 1975 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
organizational  and  financial  matters  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Postal  Reorganization 

4  Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

5  Sec.  2.    (a)  (1)    Section  2401(a)    of  title  39,  United 

6  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

7  "  (a)  (1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 

8  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,    1976, 

9  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Postal  Service 
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1  to  carry  out  the  purposes,  functions,  and  powers  authorized 

2  by  this  title. 

3  "(2)    The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  amounts  to  be 

4  appropriated  under  this  subsection,  shall  present  to  the  appro- 

5  priate  committees  of  the  Congress  a  statement  containing  a 

6  description  of  the  operations  of  the  Postal  Service  together 

7  with  any  other  information  which  any  such  committee  con- 

8  siders  necessary  to   determine   the  amount  of  funds   to  be 

9  appropriated  for  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service. 

10  "  (3)  All  revenues  and  fees  collected  by  the  Postal  Serv- 

11  ice  shall  be  deposited  hi  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  of 

12  the  United  States.". 

13  (2)    Section  2003(b)  (1)    of  such  title  is  amended  to 
11  read  as  follows : 

15  "  ( 1 )    Amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to   the   au- 

16  thorization  made  by  section  2401  (a)  (1)   of  this  title;". 

17  (3)    Section  2003(b)  (3)    of  such  title  is  amended  by 

18  inserting  "in  addition  to  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 

19  the    authorization   made    by    section   2401(a)  (1)     of    this 

20  title"  immediately  after  "Postal  Service". 

21  (4)    Section   4(b)    of  the   Postal  Reorganization   Act 

22  (Public  Law  91-375;  84  Stat.  774)   is  amended  by  striking 

23  out  "Postal  Service"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "United 

24  States,  and  shall  be   deposited  in   the  general  fund   of  the 


217 


1  Treasury  of  the   United  State-  in  accordance  with  section 

2  2401  (a)  (3)    of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  as  added  by 

3  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

4  (b)   Section  2401  (b)   of  title  39.  United  States  Code, 

5  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

6  "(b)  (1)    There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 

7  the  Postal  Serveie  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  as  reini- 

8  bursement   to   the  Postal   Service   for   public   service   costs 

9  incurred  by  it  in  providing  a  maximum  degree  of  effective 

10  and  regular  postal  service  nationwide,  in  communities  where 

11  post  offices  may  not  be  deemed  self-sustaining,  as  elsewhere. 

12  "  (2)  (A)    The  appropriations  authorized  in  paragraph 

13  (1)    of  this  subsection  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  Postal 

14  Service  for  the  costs  of  maintaining  a  system  which  shall  pro- 

15  vide  a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and  regular  postal  serv- 

16  ices  throughout  the  Nation,  and  which  is  available  to  serve 

17  the  entire  public  regardless  of  particular  individual  usage. 

18  "(B)   Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph   (C)   of  this 

19  paragraph,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or 

20  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other 

21  than  apartment  building  addresses) .  The  Postal  Service  shall 

22  provide  door  delivery  in  any  case  in  which  the  unit  of  general 

23  local  government  having  jurisdiction  over   the   address   in- 
21  volved  has  adopted  zoning  ordinance-  in  the  interest  of  pro- 
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1  tecting  the  public  safet}T  which  prohibit  the  construction  or 

2  maintenance  of  any  structure  on  the  property  adjacent  to  the 

3  curbline. 

4  "(C)     The    Postal    Service    may   provide    cluster   box 

5  delivery  service  for  any  permanent  residential  address  in 

6  any  case  in  which  a  unit  of  general  local  government  having 

7  jurisdiction    over    such    address    specifically    approves    the 

8  provision  of  such  cluster  box  delivery  service. 

9  "(3)   Appropriations  made  under  the  authority  of  this 

10  subsection  shall  not  be  expended  or  utilized  in  such  a  manner 

11  as  to  effect  a  reduction  of  more  than  10  percent  in  the  appli- 

12  cable  postal  rates  or  fees  established  under  chapter  36  of 

13  this  title  for  zone-rated  mail  matter  formerly  entered  under 

14  former  chapter  67  of  this  title. 

15  "(4)   The  levels  of  service  described  in  paragraph   (2) 

16  (B)    and  paragraph    (2)  (C)    of  this   subsection  shall  be 

17  required  to  be  provided  only  during  any  period  for  which 

18  the  appropriations  authorized  under  paragraph    (1)    of  this 

19  subsection  have  been  appropriated  by  the  Congress. 

20  "  (5)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  an  amount  to  be 

21  appropriated   under    this    subsection,    shall   present    to    the 

22  appropriate   committees  of  the  Congress   a  comprehensive 

23  statement  of  its  compliance  with  the  public  service  cost  policy 

24  established  under  section  101  (b)  of  this  title. ". 

25  (c)  (1)    Section  3621  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
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1  is  amended  by  striking  out  "income"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  "revenue". 

3  (2)  Section  3625(d)  of  such  title  is  amended  by  strik- 

4  ing  out  "income"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "revenue". 

5  Sec.  3.    (a)    Section  3601   of  title   39,   United  States 

6  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

7  "§3601.  Establishment 

8  "  (a)    The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an  independent 

9  establishment  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of 

10  the  United  States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5  Com- 

11  missioners,  appointed  by  the  President,   by  and  with  the 

12  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall 

13  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications  and 

14  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more 

15  than  3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same 

16  political  party. 

17  "(b)   A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the 

18  expiration  of  his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except 

19  that  such  Commissioner  may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for 

20  more  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon  which  his  term  other- 

21  wise  would  expire  under  section  3602  of  this  title. 

22  "(c)   One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as 

23  Chairman  by,  and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at 
21  the  pleasure  of,  the  President. 

25  "(d)   The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  desig- 
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1  nate  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chair-* 

2  man  shall  act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  ab- 

3  sence  of  the  Chairman.". 

4  (h)     The   provisions    of   section    3601  (a)     of   title    39, 

5  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection    (a),   shall 

6  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal 

7  Rate  Commission  holding  office  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 

8  merit  of  this  Act.  except  that  such  provisions  -hall  apply  to 

9  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner  occurring  after  the 

10  date  of  the  enactment  of  tills  Act. 

11  Sec.  4.  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

12  is  amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

13  "§3604.  Administration 

14  "(a)    The  Chairman   of  the,  Postal   Rate   Commission 

15  shall  be  the  principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission. 

16  The  Chairman  shall  exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the 
IT  executive  and  administrative  functions  of  the  Commission, 

18  including  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to    ( 1 ) 

19  the   appointment    and    supervision    of    personnel    employed 

20  under  the  Commission.  (2)  the  distribution  of  business  among 

21  such  personnel,  and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)   the 

22  use  and  expenditure  of  funds. 

23  "(b)    In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this 

24  section,    the   Chairman   shall   be   governed   by    the    general 

25  policies  of  the  Commission. 
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1  "  (c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  sup- 

2  plies  as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry 

3  out  its  functions.  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  under 

4  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of  compensation,  and  shall 

5  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee  benefits,   estab- 

6  lished   under   chapter    10   or   chapter    12    of   this   title,    as 

7  appropriate. 

8  "(d)  (1)    Except  as  provided  by  paragraph    (2),   the 

9  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall 

10  apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate. 

11  "  (2)  The  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

12  1921,  relating  to  the  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets, 

13  and  the  provisions  of  any  other  Federal  law  relating  to  the 

14  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets,  shall  apply  to  the 

15  Commission.". 

16  Sec.  5.  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
IT  as  amended  by  section  7(a)    of  this  Act,  is  amended  by 

18  adding  at  the   end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

19  "(e)   Any  final  action  of  the  Commission  under  section 

20  3622,  3623,  3661,  or  3662  of  this  title  shall  be  made  by  a 

21  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office.". 

22  Sec.  6.   (a)  Section  3624(a)   of  title  39,  United  States 

23  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

24  "(a)   The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  promptly  con- 

25  sider  any  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

78-286   O  -  76  -  15 
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1  3622  or  section  3623  of  this  title.  In  the  course  of  such  con- 

2  sidcration,    the   Commission   shall  hold   hearings   and   give 

3  reasonable  puhlic  notice  thereof,  and  shall  afTord  reasonable 

4  opportunity  for  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails,  and  an 

5  officer  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to  represent 

6  the  interests  of  the  general  public,   to  be  present,   and   to 

7  present  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

8  (b)    Section  3628  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 

9  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  second  sentence 

10  the  following  new  sentence:   "The  standard  of  review  es- 

11  tablished  by  section  706(2)  (A)   of  title  5  shall  apply  with 

12  respect  to  any  review  made  by  the  court  under  this  section.". 

13  (c)   The  first  sentence  of  section  3661  (c)    of  title  39, 
11  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:   "The 

15  Commission  shall  not  issue  its  opinion  on.  any  proposal  until 

16  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing  is  accorded  interested  parties, 

17  reasonable  public  notice  is  given  thereof,  and  a  reasonable 

18  opportunity  is  afforded  interested  parties,  including  an  officer 

19  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the 

20  interests  of  the  general  public,  to  be  present,  and  to  present 

21  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

22  (d)    Section  3661   of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 

23  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

24  subsection : 

25  "(d)    For  purposes  of  this  section,   the   term  'change 
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1  in  the  nature  of  postal  services'  means  any  change  or  altera- 

2  tion  in  the  type,  quality,  terms,  or  conditions  of  providing 

3  for  the  receipt,  transmission,  or  delivery  of  mail  matter  of 

4  any  type.". 

5  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  provisions 

6  of   this   section   shall   not  affect   any   proceedings    pending 

7  before    the   Postal   Rate   Commission   on    the    date    of   the 

8  enactment  of  this  Act.  Orders  shall  be  issued  in  such  pro- 

9  ceedings  and  appeals  shall  be  taken  from  such  proceedings 

10  as  if  the  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of 

11  this  section  had  not  been  enacted.  Orders  issued  in  any  such 

12  proceedings  shall  continue  in  effect  until  modified,  terminated, 

13  superseded,   or  repealed,    through   any  action    taken   under 

14  title  39,  United  States  Code,  through  action  taken  by  a  court 

15  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  of  law. 

16  Sec.  7    (a)    Section  3624  of  title   39,   United  States 
1"    Code,  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection    (c)    as  sub- 

18  section    (d)    and  by  inserting  immediately  after  subsection 

19  (b)    the  following  new  subsection: 

20  "(c)  (1)   Except  as  provided  by  paragraph   (2)   of  this 

21  subsection,  in  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service  makes  a 

22  request  under  section  3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended 

23  decision  by  the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of 

24  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services,  or  a  request 


224 


1  under  section  3623  (b)  of  this  title  for  a  recommended  deci- 

2  sion  by  the  Commission  on  changes  in  the  mail  classification 

3  schedule,  the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended 

4  decision  to  the  Governors  under  subsection   (d)    of  this  sec- 

5  tion  no  later  than  10  months  after  receiving  any  such  request 

6  from  the  Postal  Service. 

7  "  (2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines 

8  that  the  Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  considera- 

9  tion  of  a  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

10  3622  or  section  3623  (b)    by  failing  to  respond  within  a 

11  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the 

12  Commission  may  extend  the  10-month  period  described  in 

13  paragraph   (1)   of  this  subsection  by  one  day  for  each  day 

14  of  such  delay.". 

15  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)   shall  not 

16  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to    (1)    the 

17  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relat- 

18  ing  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for 

19  postal  services,  requested  on  September  18,   1975,  by  the 

20  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing  Postal  Rate 

21  Commission  Docket  Number  R76-1 ;   or    (2)    the   recom- 

22  mended  decision  of  the  Commission  relating  to  the  proposed 

23  establishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  made  on  Jan- 

24  uarv  18,  1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing 

25  Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  MC73-1. 
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1  Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  3641  of  title  B9,  United  States  Code, 

2  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

3  "§3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

4  "(a)   In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Kate  Commission 

5  fails  to  transmit  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates 

6  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change  in  the 

7  mail  classification  schedule,  to  the  Governors  in  accordance 

8  with  section  3624(c)    of  this  title,  the  Postal  Service  may 

9  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for 

10  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  in  ac- 

11  eordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  temporary 

12  changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal  Service 

13  may   determine,   except   that  such   temporary  changes   may 

14  take  effect  only  after  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

15  "  (h)   Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Pos 

16  tal  Service  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in 
1"  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 
18  such  amount  as  may  he  necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to 
10  assure  that  the  total  estimated  income,  including  appropria- 

20  tions,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  be 

21  equal  to  the  total  estimated  co^t<  of  the  Postal  Service. 

22  "  (c)    The  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  tempo- 

23  rary  rate  for  a  class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal 

24  service  which  is  more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  re- 
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1  quested  for  such  class  or  postal  service  by  the  Postal  Service 

2  under  section  3622  of  this  title. 

3  "  (d)   Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees 

4  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  made 

5  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  effect 

6  no  longer  than  150  days  after  the  date  upon  which  the  Com- 

7  mission  transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors 

8  under  section  3624(d)    of  this  title,  unless  such  temporary 

9  change  is  terminated  by  the  Governors  before  the  expiration 

10  of  such  period.". 

11  (b)  (1)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 

12  section  shall  not  apply   to  any  action  or  proceeding   with 

13  respect  to  (A)  the  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate 

14  Commission  relating  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage, 

15  and  in  fees  for  postal  services,  requested  on  September  18, 

16  1975,  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bear- 

17  ing  Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  R76-1 ;  or  (B) 

18  the  recommended  decision  of  the  Commission  relating  to  the 

19  proposed  establishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  re- 

20  quested  on  January  18,   1973,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a 

21  request  bearing  Postal  Rate   Commission  Docket  Number 

22  MC73-1. 

23  (2)    The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title  39,  Inited 

24  States  Code,  as  s.uch  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day 

25  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,   shall  apply 
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1  to   any    temporary   rate   or   fee   established   by    the    Postal 

2  Service   pursuant   to   its  request   to   the   Postal  Pate  Com- 

3  mission,    dated    September    18,    1975,    for   a   recommended 

4  decision,  bearing  Docket  Number  R76-1,  except  that  such 

5  temporary   rate  or  fee  may  not  exceed  the  lesser  of    (A) 
q  the  rate  or  fee  requested  for  such  class  or  service;  or    (B) 

7  a  rate  or  fee  which  is  more  than  one-fifth  greater  than  the 

8  permanent  rate  or  fee  in  effect  for  that  class  or  service  at 

9  the   time   a  permanent  change  in  the  rate  or  fee  of  such 

10  class  or  service  was  requested  under  section  3622  of  title 

11  39,  United  States  Code,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  its  request 

12  bearing  Docket  Number  1176-1. 

13  Sec.  9.  Section  3622  (b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

14  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

15  (7) ,  by  redesignating  paragraph  (8)  as  paragraph  (9) ,  and 

16  by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph   (7)    the  following 

17  new  paragraph : 

18  "(8)   the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and  infor- 

19  mational  value  to  the  recipient  of  mail  matter;  and". 

20  Sec.  10.  Section  3626  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

21  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (a)  "  immediately  before  "If  the 

22  rates"  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

23  subsections : 

24  "  (b)  ( 1 )  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'period- 

25  ical  publications',  as  used  in  former  section  4351  of  this  title, 
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1  includes    (A)   any  catalog  or  other  course  listing,  including 

2  mail  announcements  of  legal  texts  which  are  part  of  post-bar 

3  admission  education  issued  by  any  institution  of  higher  edii- 

4  cation  or  by  a  nonprofit  organization  engaged  in  continuing 

5  legal  education;  and   (B)   any  looseleaf  page  or  report   (in- 

6  eluding  any  index,  instruction  for  filing,  table,  or  sectional 

7  identifier  which  is  an  integral  part  of  such  report)   which  is 

8  designed  as  a  part  of  a  looseleaf  reporting  service  concerning 

9  developments  in  the  law  or  public  policy. 

10  "(2)  Any  material  described  in  paragraph   (1)   of  this 

11  subsection  shall  qualify  to  be  entered  and  mailed  as  second 

12  class  mail  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of 

13  former  section  4352  through  former  section  4357  of  this  title. 

14  "(3)   For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'institu- 

15  tion  of  higher  education'  has  the  meaning  given  it  by  section 

16  1201  (a)   of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965   (20  U.S.C. 

17  1141(a)). 

18  "(c)    In  the  administration  of  this  section  a  committee 

19  qualified  for  tax  credit  contributions  under  section  41  (c)  (1) 

20  (C)    and    (D)    of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  shall  be  con- 

21  sidered    a    qualified    nonprofit    organization    under    former 

22  sections  4452  (d)  and  4358  (j)  (2)  of  this  title. 

23  "  (d)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  one  conserva- 

24  tion  publication  published  by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is 

25  responsible  for  management  and  conservation  of  the  fish  or 
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1  wildlife  resources  of  such  State  shall  be  considered  a  publica- 

2  tion   of   a   qualified   nonprofit   organization   which    qualifies 

3  for  rates  of  postage  under  former  section  4358(d)    of  this 

4  title. 

5  "(e)  (1)    For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'agricul- 

6  tiiral',  as  used  in  former  sections  4358  (j)  (2),   4452(d), 

7  and   4554(b)  (1)  (B)     of    this    title,    includes    the    art    or 

8  science    of    cultivating    land,    harvesting    crops    or    marine 

9  resources,   or  raising  of  livestock. 

10  "  (2)   In  the  administration  of  this  section,  and  for  pur- 

11  poses  of  former  sections  4358  (j)  (2),  4452(d),  and  4554 

12  (b)  (1)  (B)    of  this  title,  agricultural  organizations  or  asso- 

13  ciations  shall  include  any  organization  or  association  which 

14  collects  and  disseminates  information  or  materials  relating  to 

15  agricultural  pursuits.". 

16  Sec.  11.   (a)   Chapter  4  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

17  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

18  section : 

19  "§  413.  Reporting  requirements 

20  "  (a)    The  Postal  Service  shall  keep  the  Postal  Rate 

21  Commission  fully  and  currently  informed  with   respect  to 

22  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service.  The  Postal  Service  shall 

23  furnish  to  the  Commission  information  with  respect  to — 

24  "(1)   internal  Postal  Service  management  matters; 

25  "(2)  plans  and  policies  of  the  Postal  Service  with 
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1  respect  to  proposed  changes  in  the  nature  of  postal  serv- 

2  ices ;  and 

3  "  (3)  evaluations  undertaken  by  or  at  the  direction 

4  of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the  operation  of 

5  the  Postal  Service. 

6  "(b)    The  Postal   Service   shall  furnish  to    the   Postal 

7  Rate  Commission  any  information  which   the   Commission 

8  considers  necessary  or  appropriate  for  the  effective  evalua- 

9  tion  of  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service.". 

10  (b)    The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  4   of   title   39, 

11  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

12  the  following  new  item : 

"413.  Reporting  requirements.". 

13  Sec  12.    (a)    Subchapter  I  of  chapter  36  of  title  39, 

14  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

15  the  following  new  section : 

16  "§  3605.  Review  and  hearings 

17  "(a)    The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  have  the  au- 

18  thority  to  initiate  reviews  and  hearings  with  respect  to  the 

19  activities  of  the  Board  of  Governors  and  the  Postal  Service 

20  under  this  chapter. 

21  "  (b)  Any  hearing  initiated  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 

22  sion  under  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  section 

23  3624(a)  of  this  title. 

24  "(c)  (1)    The  Postal  Rate  Commission  may  issue  sub- 
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1  penas,  signed  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  to  compel 

2  the  production  of  evidence  and  the  testimony  of  witnesses 

3  with  respect  to  any  hearing  held  by  the  Commission  under 

4  this  chapter. 

5  "(2)    Any   appropriate    district    court    of   the    United 

6  States  may,  upon  petition  by  the  Commission,  in  case  of  re- 

7  fusal  to  obey  a  subpena  of  the  Commission  issued  under 

8  this  subsection,   issue   an  order  requiring   compliance   with 

9  such  subpena.  Any  failure  to  obey  such  order  may  be  pun- 

10  ished  by  such  district  court  as  a  contempt  thereof.". 

11  (b)    The  table  of  sections  for  subchapter  I  of  chapter 

12  36  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 

13  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"3605.  Review  and  hearings.". 

14  Sec.  13.  Section  3683  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

15  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (a)  "  immediately  before  "Xotwith- 

16  standing  any  other  provision"   and  by  adding  at   the  end 

17  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

18  "  (b)  The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified  in  former  sec- 

19  tion  4554(a)  (1)    or  4554(b)  (2)  (A)    of  this  title,  when 

20  mailed  from  a  publisher  or  a  distributor  to  a  school,  college, 

21  university,  or  library,  shall  be  the  rate  currently  in  effect  for 

22  such  mail  matter  under   the   provisions   of  former   section 

23  4554(b)  (1)    of  this  title.". 

24  Sec.  14.   (a)  (1)   There  is  hereby  established  the  Com- 
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1  mission  on  Postal  Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred 

2  to  as  the  "Commission") .  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 

3  of  five  members,  to  be  selected  as  follows: 

4  (A)    two  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 

5  States,  of  whom  one  shall  be  appointed  as  Chairman; 

6  (B)   one  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of 

7  the  Senate; 

8  (C)   one  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 

9  Representatives;  and 

10  (D)    one  appointed  by  the  Postmaster  General. 

11  (2)   The  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  appointed 

12  within  30  days  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 

13  Act. 

14  (3)    Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  not  affect  its 

15  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 

16  appointment. 

17  (b)  (1)   The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study  the 

18  public  service  aspects  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and 

19  shall  recommend  to  what  extent  and  by  what  means  such 

20  aspects  may  be  defined  and  costs  thereof  reasonably  esti- 

21  mated.  The  Commission  shall  also  identify,  insofar  as  prac- 

22  ticable,  any  difference  between — 

23  (A)    the  costs  that  the  Postal  Service  should  reason- 

24  ably  be  expected  to  incur  in  providing  postal  services  in 
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1  accordance  with  the  policies  of  title  39,  United  States 

2  Code;  and 

3  (B)   the  revenues  that  the  Postal  Service  may  rea- 

4  sonably  be  expected  to  receive  from  rates  and  fees  for 

5  postal  services,  with  due  consideration  that  demands  fdr 

6  postal  services  may  be  reflected  by  changes  in  the  levels 

7  of  such  rates  and  fees. 

8  (2)     The    Commission   shall   determine    the    extent    to 

9  which  the  public  service  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service  shall 

10  be    supported    by    appropriations.    The    Commission    shall 

11  recommend  such  a  plan  with  due  consideration  being  given 

12  to— 

13  (A)    the  economic  and  social  benefits  of  the  postal 

14  system  to  the  user  and  recipient  of  the  mail; 

15  (B)    the  relative  economic  ability  of  the  users  of 

16  various  classes  of  mail  to  absorb  the  costs  of  the  postal 

17  system; 

18  (C)   the  extent  to  which  the  costs  of  maintaining  a 

19  system   which   would   provide   a  reasonable   degree   of 

20  regular   postal    services    to    the    entire    public    without 

21  regard  to  individual  usage,  and  the  degree  to  which  such 

22  costs  should  be  borne  by  the  public  generally  rather  than 

23  by  mail  users  in  particular; 
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1  (D)    the  relative   economic  and  social  benefits  of 

2  other  uses  of  private  and  public  funds;  and 

3  (E)   the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for  adequate  and 

4  dependable   funding   and   for   systematic  planning  and 

5  ratemaking  to  provide   efficient  and  economical  postal 

6  services  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  title  39,  United 

7  States  Code. 

8  (c)  (1)    The   Commission  shall   study   the   ratemaking 

9  procedures  established  under  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

10  particularly  the  function?  and  responsibilities  of  the  Postal 

11  Rate   Commission,   and  shall  develop  recommendations  for 

12  more  expeditious  and  economical  procedures  that  are  respon- 

13  sive  to  the  needs  of  the  Postal  Service  and  the  public.  If  the 

14  Commission  recommends   the  abolition  of  the  Postal  Rate 

15  Commission,    the    Commission    shall   further   recommend   a 

16  method   of  assuring  that  changes   in  postal   rates   shall  be 

17  reviewed    independently    outside    the    Postal    Service.    The 

18  Commission   shall   consider  a  system  in  which  changes  in 

19  postal   rates   shall   not  exceed   changes  in  consumer  prices 

20  unless  greater  changes  are  approved  by  a  body  independent 

21  of  the  Postal  Service. 

22  (2)  In  reviewing  postal  ratemaking  procedures  pursuant 

23  to  paragraph    (1)    of  this  subsection,  the  Commission  shall 

24  study   the  reasonableness  and  adequacy  of  the  ratemaking 

25  criteria  established  by  section  3622(b)    of  title  39,  United 
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1  States  Code.  The  study  shall  address  the  desirability  of  a 

2  statutory  requirement  for  cost  attributions  to  particular  classes 

3  of  mail  or  types  of  mail  service. 

4  (d)   The  Commission  shall  study  the  causes  of  the  in- 

5  creases  in  postal  costs  that  have  occurred  since  the  enact- 

6  ment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act.   The   Commission 

7  shall  consider  and  report  on  the  desirability  of  instituting 

8  additional  statutory  or  administrative  systems  for  reviewing 

9  and  controlling  postal  costs  or  of  changing  the  system  cur- 

10  rently  established  under  title  39,  United  States  Code. 

11  (e)  (1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  its  functions  under 

12  this  section,  the  Commission  may  sit  and  act  at  such  times 

13  and  places  and  receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as  it  con- 

14  siders  advisable. 

15  (2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly  from  any  de- 

16  partment  or  agency  of  the  United  States  information  and  as- 

17  sistance  necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section. 

18  Each  department  or  agency  is  authorized  and  directed,  to  the 

19  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within  the  limits  of  available 

20  funds,  to  furnish  information  and  assistance,  to  the  Commis- 

21  sion. 

22  (3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commission,  any  mem- 

23  ber  or  agent  of  the  Commission  may  take  any  action  which 

24  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

25  (4)    All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences,  or  other  pro- 
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1  ceedings  of  the  Commission  shall  he  open  to  the  chairmen 

2  of   the   appropriate   committees   of   the    Congress    or   their 

3  designees  and  reasonable  notice  of  such  meetings  or  hearings 

4  shall  he  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their  designees. 

5  (0(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  members 
g  of  the  Commission  each  shall  receive  as  compensation  the 

7  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for 

8  grade  GS-18  for  each  day    (including  traveltime)    during 

9  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  duties 

10  vested  in  the  Commission. 

11  (2)   Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  full-time  of- 

12  fleers  or  employees  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no 

13  additional  pay  on  account  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

14  (3)   While  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 

15  business  in  the  performance  of  service  for  the  Commission, 

16  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 

17  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner 

18  as  persons  employed  intermittently  in  the  Government  service 

19  are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703  (b)  of  title  5,  United 

20  States  Code. 

21  (g)   The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the  compen- 

22  sation  of  such  personnel  as  it  considers  advisable  without 

23  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  gov- 

24  eming  appointments  in  the  competitive   service,   and   such 

25  personnel  may  be  paid  without  regard  to  (lie  provisions  of 
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1  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title 

2  relating  to  classification '  and  General  Schedule  pay  fates, 

3  but  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by 

4  the   General   Schedule.   The   Commission   may  procure   the 

5  services  of  experts  and  consultants  in  accordance  with  sec- 
G  tion  3109  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  hut  at  rates  for 

7  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual 

8  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate  authorized 

9  by  the  General  Schedule. 

10  (h)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit "to  the  President 

11  and  to  each  House  of  the  Congress  detailed  interim  progress 

12  reports  four  times  annually,  and  a  final  report  containing  a 

13  detailed  statement  of  its  findings  and  recommendations,  to- 

14  gether  with   any   individual  views,   within  two  year-   after 

15  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

16  (2)    The   Commission  shall  not  be  required  to  obtain 

17  the  clearance  of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal 

18  of  its  report. 

19  (i)  The  Commission  -hall  cease  to  exist  sixty  days  after 

20  the  transmission  of  its  report  under  subsection    (h)    and  all 

21  offices  and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 

22  (j)   There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal 

23  Service  Fund   established  under  section  2003   of  title   39, 

24  United    States    Code,    without   fiscal   year   limitation,    Mich 

25  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

78-286   O  -  76  -  16 
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1  this  section.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Commission  shall  be 

2  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 

3  Sec.  15.  (a)   Chapter  6  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

4  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

5  section : 

6  "§607.  Delivery  of  mail  by   nonprofit  organizations 

7  "(a)    Notwithstanding  section    1725  of  title   18,  any 

8  member  of  a  private  nonprofit  organization    (other  than  a 

9  political    committee)     may    deposit    any    mailable    matter 

10  relating  to  the  activities  or  functions  of  such  organization 

11  in   any   letterbox,    if    (1)    such   member   engages   in   such 

12  activity  on  a  voluntary  basis  without  reimbursement  from 

13  such  organization;  and    (2)    such  organization  has  obtained 

14  written  approval  to  engage  in  such  activity  from  the  post- 
15  master   for    the    district    in   which    such   activity   is    to    be 

16  conducted. 

17  "  (b)   Any  mailable  matter  which  is  deposited  in  accord- 

18  ance  with  subsection   (a)   may  be  deposited  without  the  pay- 

19  ment  of  any  postage  on  such  mailable  matter. 

20  "  (c)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

21  "  (1)  the  term  'letterbox'  means  any  letterbox  estab- 

22  lished,  approved,  or  accepted  by  the  Postal  Service  for 

23  the  receipt  or  delivery  of  mail  matter  on  any  mail  route, 

24  except  that  such  term  shall  not  include  any  unit  of  10  or 

25  more  letterboxes  situated  at  the  same  location: 
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1  "  (2)    the  term  'mailable  matter'  means  any  matter 

o  which — 

3  "  (-M    is  n°t  less  than  3  inches  nor  more  than 

4  9  inches  in  height; 

5  "  (B)   is  not  less  than  4^  inches  nor  more  than 

6  12  inches  in  length; 

7  "  (C)  is  rectangular  in  shape; 

8  "(D)   has  a  ratio  of  height  to  length  which  is 

9  not  less  than  1  to  1.414  (1  to  the  square  root  of  2)  ; 

10  "(3)    the  term  'political  committee'  has  the  mean- 

11  ing  given  it  by  section  301  (d)   of  the  Federal  Election 

12  Campaign  Act  of  1971   (2  U.S.O.  431  (d)  )  ;  and 

13  "(4)     the    term     private    nonprofit    organization' 

14  means  any  organization  no  part  of  the  net  earnings  or 

15  income  of  which  inures,  or  may  lawfully  inure,  to  the 

16  benefit  of  any  private  shareholder  or  individual.". 

17  (b)    The   table  of  sections  for  chapter  6  of  title  39, 

18  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  item: 

"607.  Delivery  of  mail  by  nonprofit  organizations.". 

20  (c)    Section  1725  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  is 

21  amended  by  striking  out  "Whoever"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  "Except  as  provided  by   section   607   of  title   39, 

23  whoever". 
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1  Sec.   16.    (a)    Section  203  of  title  39,  United  States 

2  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

3  "§203.  Postmaster  General;   Deputy  Postmaster  General 

4  "  (a)   The  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Postal  Service  is 

5  the  Postmaster  General  appointed  by  the  President  by  and 
5  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  His  pay  shall  be 

7  fixed  by  the  Governors. 

8  "(b)   The  alternate  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Postal 

9  Service  is  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General  appointed  by  the 

10  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

11  His  pay  shall  be  fixed  by  the  Governors.". 

12  (b)    Subsection    (c)    of  section  202  of  title  39,  United 

13  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

14  "  (c)    The  Postmaster  General  and  the  Deputy  Post- 
15  master  General  each  shall  be  voting  members  of  the  Board.". 

16  (c)    Subsection    (d)    of  section  202  of  title  39,  United 

17  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

18  (d)    Subsection    (c)    of  section  205  of  title  39,  United 

19  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

20  "  (c)    The  Board  shall  act  upon  majority  vote  of  those 

21  members  who  are  present,  and  any  6  members  shall  consti- 

22  tute  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business  by  the  Board 

23  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title.". 
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1  (e)    The  liiM  parenthetical  phrase  in  the  first  sentence 

2  of  subsection   (a)   of  section  1002  of  title  39,  United  States 

3  Code,  is  amended  to  rend  as  follows:  "(except  a  Governor, 
■i  a  member  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  the  Postmaster 
~>    General,  or  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General)  ". 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  October  30,  1975. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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94th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  915 

H.  R.  8603 

[Report  No.  94-966] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

November  3, 1975 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 

June  21    (legislative  day,  June  18),  1976 
Reported  by  Mr.  McGee,  with  an  amendment 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
organizational  and  financial  matters  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  bo  cited  ao  tho  "Postal  Reorganization 

4  Act  Amendments  of  1075". 

5  Seo.  2.    (a)  (1)    Section  2101(a)    of  title  30,  United 

6  States  Code,  io  amended  to  read  ao  follows: 

7  "  (a)  (1)  There  aro  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  tho 

8  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Juno   30,    197G, 

9  -fliioh  sums  as  may  bo  necessary  to  enable  the  Postal  Service 
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1  :        ...-;■•  ■   i    •.'.■■■■  }'u-q>  "f>.  function-,  and  powur>:  authorizi'd 

2  by  thk  title. 

3  "'!■')    Tin  Puvtal  SiTvii'<j.  in  roi]ue:ting  amounts  to  bo 

4  t'.i'W     Hated  imdor  this  subnotion,  ■■hall  present  to  the  appro- 

5  f  -  '-..:■■  B9»ffiitte€ r  fee  Qoagress  a  ■  [atLiiiuiit  L-ontaining  a 

6  -A — .'■''-■    ■:  :..■ — a»oratiom  oi  the  Postal  Service  together 

7  with  any  other  information  which,  any  ■■uch  committee  con 

8  ■idori;   Ll    — .  .  v   to   dotormino   the   amount   of  funds   to   bo 

9  appr     . '   ted  :■.■.-  fee  i  ;■■  hi .''.  h    :  tin.-  Postal  Service. 

10  "''"   All  Ft  v.,;.  )■ — ad  :■  ■     colloctod  by  the  Postal  Sorv- 

11  ieo  ■hall    ■     1  p  sited  in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  of 
1_  mo  Uniti'l  Stftfa    .". 

13  1  I    §  •  :.  w   •-<     :,       .   .  ]  i      :  ■uch  title  k  amended  to 

14  read  a:-  follow, : 

15  "(1) — An:-  ,..-■ — impropriated  pursuant   to   tho  au 
;.:-.'/  .'_[■  ..  made-by  seetiea  2  K'l  (a)  (1)   of  thk  title-A- 

IT  ■■■    >...■-.;  «  -   ■■■■'■■  ■ -v  ■    ■■■!   suc-h  title  k  amended  by 

18  ki -erting  "in  addition  to  amount:.'  appropriated  pursuant  to 

19  -the    authorization   made    by — seetftea   2101  (a)  (1) — of    thk 
_  i •  •['.  btely  i .. :•■■!•  "Postal  Service". 

2i  {4} — g — lion  1  (b) — of  tho  Postal  Reorganisation-  Aot- 

_ 2      (Public  Law  91  87o;  *4  Stat.  771)   k  amended  by-striking 
■.■■u  ^Postal   v..l'/'  and  tfl  '.  jiu  in  lieu  thereof  "United 

24  ■>•,,-.. .-  .,,..;  — T ,;;   ",,.   .;,.p,,-  hod  in  k — general  fund  of  tho 
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1     Treasury  of  the  United   States  in  accordance   with   section 


2     2101  (a 


of  title  o\K  United  Mates  Code,  as-  added  b1 


3  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1975". 

4  (b)    Section  2101(b)    of  title  39.  United  States  Code. 

5  is  amended  to  read  an  follow-  : 

6  "(b)  (1)    There  are  authorized  to  bo  appropriated  to 

7  the  Postal  Service  Mich  sums  a*  may  be  necessary  as  roim 

8  •  bursoment   to   the   Postal   Service   for   public    service    a  ■:  i 


10  and  regular  postal  service  nationwide,  in  cofflftwnkk^  where 

11  post  office v  may  not  be  deemed  self  sustaining,  as  elsewhere* 

12  '•  (2)  (A) — The  appropriation:    authorized  in  paragraph 

13  ( 1 )   of  this  subsection  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  Postal 

14  Service  for  the  costs  of  maintaining  a  system  which -skall  pro- 

15  vide  a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and-regula?- -postal  serv- 

16  ices  throughout -tlre-Xat ion.  and  which  is  -available  te  serve 

17  the  entire  public  regardless   of  particular  individual  --usage. 

18  "(B)   Except  as  pro  vided^n^  ^paragraph  {€')   of  tkk 
graph,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or 


19    paragra] 


20  curblinc  delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other 

21  than  apartment  building  addresses) .  The  Postal  Service  sha44 

22  provide  door  delivery  in  any  case  in  which  the  unit  of  general- 


local 


government  having   jurisdiction   over   the   address    in- 


24     volved  has  adopted  zoning  ordinances  in  the  interest  of  pro- 
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1  tooting  tho  public  safety  which  prohibit  tko  construction  or 

2  maintenance  of  any  strueturo  on  tho  property  adjacent  to  tho 

3  eurblino. 

4  -  (C) — Tho    Postal    Service    may    provide    cluster   bos 

5  delivery  service  for  any   permanent  residential  addross  in 

6  any  case  in  which  a  unit-  of  general  local  government  having 

7  jurisdiction — o^er- — suck — address — specifically — approves    the 

8  provision  of  such  cluster  box  dolivery  service 

9  "(3)   Appropriations  mado  under  the  authority  of  thin 

10  subsection  shall  not  be  expended  or  utilized  in  suchr  a  manner 

11  as  to  effect  a  reduction  of  more  than  10  percent  in  tho  appli- 

12  cable  postal  rates  or  fees  established  under  chapter  36  of 

13  this  title  for  zone  rated  mail  matter  formerly  entered  under 

14  former  chapter  67  of  this  titlo. 

15  "(1)   The  lovels  of  service  described  in  paragraph   (2) 

16  -{&) — and  paragraph — (2)  (C) — of   this   subsection  shall   be 

17  required  to  be  provided  only  during  any  period  for  which 

18  the  appropriations  authorized  undor  paragraph    (1)    of  this 

19  subsection  have  been  appropriated  by  the-Qortgress. 

20  "  (5)  Tho  Postal  Sorvice,  in  requesting  an  amount  to  bo 

21  appropriated   under    this    subsection, — shall    present — to — tke- 

22  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  a  comprehensive 

23  -statement  of  its  compliance  with  the  public  service  cost  policy 

24  -established  under  section  101  (b)  of  this  title/'. 

25  (c)  (1)    Section  3621  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
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i  m  umcnuou  uy  mniiing  out     liicomo     and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thoroof  "rcvonuo". 

3  (2)  Section  3625(d)  of  saefa  title  is  amended  -by  -gfeik- 

4  ing  out  "income"  and  inserting  in  liou  thereof  "rovonuo". 

5  Seo.  3.    (a)    Section  3601   of  title   39,   United  States 

6  Codo,  ia  amondod  to  read  as  followo : 

7  "g3601.  Establishment 

8  "  (a) — Tbo  Postal  Rato  Commission  ia  an  independent 

9  establishment  of  the  exocutivo  branch  of  the  Government  of 

10  the  Unitod  Statos.  The  Commission  is  composed  -el-5-Gera- 

11  missionors,  appointed  by  the  President,   by  and  with  tho 

12  advico  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall 

13  ■  be  chosen  on  tho  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications  aftd- 

14  may  bo  removed  by  tho  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more 

15  than  3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same 

16  political  party « 

17  "(b)   A  Commissioner  may  continuo  to  servo  after  the 

18  expiration  of  his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except 

19  that  3uch  Commissioner  may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for 

20  -more  than  1  year  aftor  the  date  upon  which  his  term  other- 

21  wiso  would  oxpiro  under  section  3602  of  this  title 

22  -(c)   One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as 

23  Chairman  by,  and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at 

24  the  pleasure  of,  the  President. 

25  "(d)   Tho  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  desig- 
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1  nato  a  Vico  Chairman  of  tho  Commission.  The  Vice  Chair 

2  man  shall  act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  ab 

3  sonoo  of  tho  Chairman.". 

4  (b)    Tho   provisions   of   section   3601(a)    of   title    39, 

5  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection — ( a ) ,  shall 

6  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal 

7  Rate  Commission  holding  offico  on  the  date  of  tho  enact 

8  ment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such  provisions  shall  apply~fee- 

9  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner  occurring  after  the 

10  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

11  Sec.  1.  Sootion  3601  of  titlo  39,  United  States  Code, 

12  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

13  "§  3601.  x\dminiatration 

14  "  (a) — The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate   Commission 

15  shall  be  the  principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission. 

16  The  Chairman  shall  exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the 

17  executive  and  administrative  functions  of  the  Commission, 

18  including  functions  of  the  Commission  writh  respect  to    (1) 

19  the   appointment   and    supervision    of   personnel    employed 

20  under  the  Commission,  (2)  the  distribution  of  business  among 

21  such  personnel,  and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)   the 

22  use  and  expenditure  of  funds. 

23  "(b)    In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this 

24  section,   the  Chairman  shall  be  governed  by   the   general 

25  policies  of  the  Commission. 
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j.  \v)   inc  unairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  snp- 

2  plies  as  may  be  necessary-  to  permit  the  Commission- to -cany 

3  out  its  amotions.  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed- under 

4  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of  compensation,  and  uliall 

5  bo  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee  benefits,   ostab 

6  dished  under   chapter   10   or   chapter    12— of— this-  title,    a3 

7  appropriate. 

8  "(d)  (1)    Except  as  provided  by  paragraph    (2),  the 

9  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of  this  title-  shall 

10  apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate; 

11  "  (2)  The  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act; 

12  1921,  relating  to  the  preparation  and -presentation  of  budgeted 

13  and  the  provisions  of  any-other  Fedeml4aw  relating  to -the- 

14  preparation  and  presentation  of  budgets,  shall  apply  to  the 

15  Commission.". 

16  Seo.  5.  Section  3624  of  title  39,  Unitcd-£tates  Code, 

17  a3  amended  by  section  7  (a)    of  this  Act,  is  amended  by 

18  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

19  "(c)  Any  finaj-aetion-of-tbe-  Commission  under  section 

20  3622,  3623,  3601,  or  3662  of  this  title  shall  be  made  by  a 

21  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  Commissioners  in  office.". 

22  Sec.  6.   (a)  Section  3624  (a)   of  tk4e-80r United -Stetes- 

23  Code,  is  amended  to  read  a3  fellows : 

24  "(a)   The  Postal  Rate  Coi^mi^>n-^mlhy<>mptiy-eon- 

25  sidcr  any  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 
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1  3622  or  section  3623  of  this  title.  In  the  cottree-of  such  cefi- 

2  sidcration,    the   Commission   shall   hold—hea-rings   and   give 

3  reasonable  public  notice  thereof,  and  -skftll-ftffor d  reasonalde- 

4  opportunity  for  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mail^-an-dr-a-ft- 

5  officer  of  the  Commission  who  shall  bo  required  to  represent 

6  the  interests  of  the  general  puUiey-to  be  preset,-- and  to 

7  present  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing.". 

8  ()))    Section  -3£2&-^  title  -3-9,  T^iited  States  Code,  is 

9  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  second  sentence 

10  the  following  new  sentence:   "The  standard  of  review  es- 

11  tablishcd  by  3cction--706  (2|-(A-)-~e-f  4itle-5-  shall  apply -with 

12  respect  to  any  review  made  by  the  court  under  this  section.". 

13  (c)    The  first  sentence  0f-**4k>ft-^>^e|-^4tlo  39, 

14  United  States  Code,  is  amended—to-  read  as  follows:   "The 

1 5  Commission  shall  not  issue  -its-  opinion-on  -any- proposal  until 

16  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing  is  accorded  interested- parties, 

1 7  reasonable  public  notice  is  given  thereof,  a  nd  -a-  -  reasonable 

18  opportunity  is  afforded  interested  parties;  melu-ding  an  officer 

19  of  the  Commission  who  shall  be  required  to- represent  the 

21  data  and  arguments,  at  any  such  hearing/'. 

22  (d)    Section  3 66 1-of  title  -39,  United  States  Code,  i3 

23  amended  by-^Ming-a-t-  -the-  end  thereof  the  following  ncwr 

24  subsection : 

25  "(d)    For  purposes   of  this  section,   the   term   'change 
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1  in  tho  naturo  of  p or, foil  services'  meafts-aiiy-ehftnge  or  altera- 

2  tion  in  tho  typo,  quality,  terms,  or  conditions  of-providing 

3  -for  the  receipt,  transmission,  or  delivory-o£-mail  matter  of 

4  -any  typo."i 

5  (c)   The  amendments  made  by  the  foregoing  -provisions 

6  of   this   section    rJmll   not   affcefc- -any— -proceedings   pending 

7  before    the   Postal   Rate    Commission- -ofl—the  -date   of   the 

8  enactment  of  this  Act.  Orders- -shall  -be—issued-  in  such  pre- 

9  cccdings  and  appeals  shall  be  taken  from  such  proceedings 

10  as  if  the  amendments  made  by  tho  foregoing  -provisions— ef 

11  this  section  had  not  been  enacted.  0r4ers  issued  in-an-y  such 

12  proceedings  shall  continue  in  effect  until  modified,  terminated, 

13  superseded,   or  repealed,    through   any  action    taken   under 

14  title  39,  United  States  Code,  through-aetion-teken-by-a  court 

15  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  by  operation  -e£-4aw? 

16  Seo.   7    (a)    Section  3621   of  title  ^9,-gnUed-  States 

17  Code,  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection — (c)    as  sttb- 

1 8  section    (d)    and  by  inserting- immediately  -  alter  -  s-ub  section 

19  (b)    the  following  new  subseetion-f 

20  "(o)  (1)   Exoopt  as  provided  by  paragraph-  (2)  -oi  -  tbis- 

21  subsection,  in  any  case  in  which  the  Postal-Service  makes-a 

22  request  under  section  3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended 

23  decision  by  -the-Gomfflission  on  ohangos-in  a-rate-or  rates  of 

24  ■  postage  or  *ffl-a  fee  -or  fees  for  postal  services,  or  a  request 
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1  under  section  3623  (b)   of  this  title  for  a  recommended-  deei- 

2  gion  by  the  Commission  on -changes- in  the  mail  --classification 

3  schedule,   the   Commission-^han-  transmit    ics   recommended 

4  decision  to  the  Governors  under  -subsection    (<I) -of  this  sec- 

5  ti on  no  later  than  10  months  after  rocciving-any-such  request 

6  from  tho  Postal  Service. 

7  "(2)   In  any  case  in  which  4he  Commission  determines 

8  that  the  Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed-considera- 

9  tion  of  a  request  made-  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

10  3622   or  section -362.3(b)    by  failing  to  respond  within  a 

11  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the- 

12  Commission  may  extend  the  10-rnonth- -period  described  in 

13  paragraph  -f4-)- -of-this  subsection  by  one  -day- for—each  -4&y 

14  of  such  delay.". 

15  (b)   The  amendment  made  4>y -subsection— fa)   shall  ltofc 

16  apply  to  any  action  -or -pr*  needing-  with  respect  to    (i)-tbe 

17  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Kate  Commission  relat 

18  ing  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage ,-and  in  fees  for 

19  postal  services,  requested  on  September   18,    1975,   by  -the 

20  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing-Postal  Kate 

21  Commission   Docket   Number   K76  1 ;  -b-f — (-2)—  the- recom- 

22  mended  decision  of  tho  Commission  relating  to  tho  proposed- 

23  establishment  of  a  mail  classification  sohcdulo-mado  -on-  Jan- 

24  uary  18,  1973,  by  tho  Postal  Service  in  a  request  bearing 

25  Postal  Kate  Commission  Docket  Number  MG73   1. 
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1  Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  3611  of  title  ot».  I'nited  Sta-^-CVfW 

2  ii;  amended  to  road  a-  follow- : 

3  "§3611.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

4  "  (a)   In  any  ca"0  in  which  the  !V*al  Kate  Commission 

5  fail^  to  transmit  a  recommended  deeision-oft  a  change  in  rates 

6  of  ]>().■■  tau'e  or  in  fee;  tor  postal  service-,  or  Gfl  a  change  in  the- 

7  mail  clarification  schedule,  to  tlie  Governors  in  accordance 

8  with  section   :W2  1  (-e,-)— HJh4h+*-4itler  the  Postal  Service  may 

9  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  feev  for 

10  postal  sorviccs,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule,  in-ao~ 

11  cordaiH'e-  with  the  provisio'ns  of  this  -ection.  Such  temporary 

12  change-.?  may  -take-  effeet-a-pon  snob-date-as  the  Postal  Service 

13  may  determine,  except -^fehat-  soeh  temporary  changes  may- 
11  take  eif'ect  only  after  10  day-'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  - 

15  "  (1>)   Am-'- temporary  rate  or  fee  esfablished  by  the  Pos 

16  tal  Service  umler  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  he  in 
IT  -accordance  wdfh-  the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 
18  such  amount  a*  may  he  ncccwH,y-h>r  sufficient  revenues  to 
jO  a^ure  that  the  total  cstimatcd-meoi-nc.  including  appropria- 

20  tioiiv  o[  the  !V*ral  Service  -diall.4e  the  extend  practicable,  he- 

21  equal  to  tlie-e^4a-ke~fimrt4ecl-c<^t->-fff  the  Postal  Service^ 

22  "(c)    The  Postal  Sorv'n  e  may  n+u— e-4rt+d44r  any  4empo- 

23  rary  rate  for -a-  cla->.  of  mail  or-a-ny-t-emporary  fee  for  a  po.-ral 

24  •  crvico  which  -U-- H-e-^^-^ht^^-^he permanent  rate  or  fee  ro 


78-286   O  -  76  -  17 


254 


1  -quested  for  oucli  class  or  postal  scrvico  by  the  Postal -Service 

2  -undor  fioction  3(322  of  this  titlo. 

3  "  (d)   Any  temporary  ehango  iu  rates  of  postage,  in-fees- 

4  for  postal  eorvioes-,  or  in  the  ma4h<4a^ifh-a4on  schedule  ma-de 

5  hy  the  Postal  {Service  under  this  section  shall  -rcmain-in-effeet- 

6  no  longer  than  150  days  after  the  date  upon  whieh  the  Com- 

7  mission  transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  tho  Governors 

8  under  section  3621(d)    of  this  title,  unless  such --temporary 

9  change  is  terminated  hy  the  Governors  before  the  expiration 

11  -(b)  ( 1 )    The  amendment  made  by-att-bseetion  -  ( a )  of  this 

12  section  shall  not  apply   to  any  action   or  proceeding- --w4&- 

13  -respect-  to  (A)  tho  rocommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Ra4e 

14  -Commission  relating  to  proposed  changes  in -rates  of  postage-, 

15  -and  4n-4ees -ler-posta-l  services,  --rapes ted  on  September  IS-, 
1G  1075,  by  {he- United-States  Postal -Seiwe  in  a  request  bear- 

:c  Connntsston--Pk>eket  Number  P 76-1 ;  or  (B} 

18  the  recommended  decision-  ef-the-  Commission  jrela ting  to  the 

19  proposed  establishment  of  a  mail  classification  schedule  re- 

20  quested  on  January  18,   1973,  by— the-  Postal  Service  in  a 

21  -request- hearing  Postal— Pate   Commission   Docket   Xumbef 

22  MC73-1. 

23  (2)   The  provisions^-seetH>n-3£41-oi  title  39,  United 

24  States-- Code,- as  s.ucli-  provisions  were  in  effect- -  -t+n  m e -4*rv - 


17  4ng  Postal 


25     before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  tlHS^Act,   ohall  apply 
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1  to    any    temporary   rate*   or   fee  ~esta-14islH'4l    by    the    Postal 

2  Sorvico   pursuant   to   its   request   to    the   Postal   Kate   Com 
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4  decision,  hearing  JJock-etr-Jvumber-  R76— 1,  except  that  s*h4* 

5  temporary  rate  or  fee  may  not  cxeeetl-the-iesser  -of — frA-) 

6  the  rate  or  lee  requested  lor  such  class  or  sorvico;  or    (B) 

7  a  rate  or  fee  which  is  more  than  one-fifth  -greater  than -4^ 

8  permanent  rate  or  fee  in  effect  for  that-ekss- -or  service  at 

9  the   time   a  permanent  change  in   the-- rate   or -fee  of  swfh 

10  class  or  service  was  requested  under  section  362-2- -of  title 

11  39,  United  States  Code,  by  the  Postal  Service  in  its  reqaetrt 

12  bearing  Docket  Number  1176  1. 

1 3  Sec.  0.  Section  3622  (b)  of-title  39,-Uttited-States  Coo^ 

14  it:  amended  by  striking  out-"an4"-  ak  the  end-  of  paragrapb- 

15  (7) ,  by  redesignating  paragraph  ( 8-)-- as  paragraph  ( 9 ) , -aftd 

16  by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph   (7)    thc-follewiftg- 

17  now  paragraplK- 

18  "(8)   the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and-mfor- 

20  Sec.  10.  Section  3626  of  title  39, -United  States  Code, 

21  h  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before -''If  tho 

22  rates"  and  by  adding-  at  the  end --thereof-  tho-  folio  wing  now 

23  subsections: 

24  "  (b)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  thc4erm  'periett- 

25  ical  publications',  as  used  in  former  section  4351  of  this  title, 


256 

1  includes    (A)    any  catalog  or  other  course  listing,  inelu4hrg- 

2  mail  announcements  of  legal  texts  which  arc  part  of  post  bar 

3  admission  education  issued  -ky-atty-mstitutioH  of-  higher  edu- 

4  cation  or  by  a  nonprofit  organization  engaged  in  continuing- 

5  legal  education;  and   (B)  -any4oosoleaf  page  or  report   (in- 

6  eluding  any  index,  instruction  fer— filing,  -  -table,-  -or  -sectional 

7  identifier  which  is  an  integral  part  of  suoh -report)  -whie.h-4^ 

8  designed  as  a  part  of  a  loosclcaf  reporting  service  concerning 

9  developments  in  the  law  or  public  policy. 

10  "(2)   Any  material  described  in  paragraph- (-1--)-  of  this 

11  subsection  shall  qualify  to  be  entered -^tn^-mailed -as-  secortd 

12  class  mail  in- accordance  with- the-  applicable  provisions— e£ 

13  formor  section  1352  through  former  section  43 57  -of  this  title. 

14  "(3)   For  purposes  of  this  subsection,-thc  term  'in^tku- 

15  tion  of  higher  education'  has  the  meaning  given  it  by  section 

16  1201  (a)   of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965   (20~&£& 

17  1111(a)). 

18  "  (c)    In  the  administration  of  this  section  a-eonmiittco 

19  qualified  for  tax  credit  contributions  -wider  scc4ton-41-(o)  (1) 

20  (C)    and    (I))    of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code- -shall  be  con- 

21  siderod — ftr   qualified  -nonprofit    organization    under    former- 

22  sections  1152(d)  and  1358-(j){2)  of  this  titlo. 

23  —(d)  In  the  -admtnistrat-ion  of  this  section,  one  conserva- 

24  -fcion-  publication  publish-ed-by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is 

25  responsible  for  management. and  conservation -of- the  fish  or 
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1  wildlife  resources -ef  such  &fca>te  shall -be  considered  a  publica- 

2  tion    of   a    qualified    nonprofit'   organiza-tion-   which   qualifies 

3  for  rate*  of  postage  under  former  section    13e8-(4)---ef--feis- 

4  titlo. 

5  "(e)  (1)    For  purposes  of  this  title,  tho  torm  'agricul 

6  turar,  as  used-4n  -former  scet-kms  4)t[)K  ( j )  ( 2 ) ,   4452  fd-)-, 

7  and    1551  (h)  (1)  (B) — of    this    title,    includes— fee    art    or 

8  science — ol — cultivating- — k  nth— harvesting    crops    or    marine 

9  resource*,   or  raising- ef-livcstot4i-. 

10  "(2)   In  the  administration  of tmV  sectioi^-^a-nd -for  pur- 

11  poses  of  former  sections   1^584jf-(^-)  y  --4452 -(d) ,  and  45£4 

12  (b)  (1)  (B)    of  thi^ fettle,- -flg-i4eultui:aI-er-gaiiizations  or  asso- 

13  ciations  shall  include  any  organization -or- association  whieb 

14  collects  and  disseminates  information  or  materials --relating-te 

15  agricultural  pursuits.". 

16  Seo.  11.   (a)   Chapter  1  of  titled), -United  States  Ceder 

17  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  -bw 

18  section: 

19  "§  413.  Reporting  requirements 

20  "(a)    The   Postal   Service   shall  keep— ehe- Postal  Rate 

21  Commission  fully   and   currently   informed   with   respect   to 

22  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service.- -T-he  Postal  Service  shall 

23  furnish  to  the  Commission  information  with  respect- to —    . 

24  -(1)    internal  Postal  Service  management  matters: 

25  -  (2)   plans  and  policies  of  the  Postal  Service  with 
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1  respect  to  proposed  changes  in  the  nature  of  postal  serv- 

2  ices ;  and 

3  "  (3)  evaluations  undertaken  by  or  at  the  direction 

4  of  tho  Postal  Service -with  respect  -to  the  operation  of 

5  tho  Postal  Service. 

6  "(b)    The  Po3tal  Service  shall  furnish  to   the  Postal 

7  Rate  Commission  any  information  which  thc-Gomimssien- 

8  considers  necessary  or  appropriate  for  the  effective-  evalua- 

9  tion  of  tho  op  oration  of  tho  Postal-Ser-viee.'V- 

10  — fh) — The  table  of  scotions  for  chap  tor  4  of— title  £9? 

nTTnitfrl  ■.^tntpci  C^nnr     iq  'fiTVu^TinPfl  [Ktt-  nnnirxr  fit   tnf1  prerl    t  nr>rpnf 
^    13  ItllldlUUU.    IJV    UUtlltlg    lit    IU.U    Ullll   T711U1 UU1 

12  the  following  new  item ; 

"413.  Reporting  requirements.7'. 

13  Seo.  12.    (a)    Subchapter  I  of  chapter  36  of  title  gg, 

14  United  States  Code,  is  amonded-by  adding^ at -the  end  thereof 

15  the  following  new-seotiofi-r 

16  "§  3605.  Review  and  hearings 

17  "(a)    The  Postal  Rate  ConHnisston-shall--have4ne  au- 

18  thority  to  initiate  reviews  and  hearings  with  respect  to  the- 

19  activities  of  the  Board- of  Governors  and  the  Postal  Serviee 

20  under  this  oh&ptefr 

21  "  (b)  Any  hearing  initiated  by-  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 

22  ■  sion  under  this  section-shall-^e  4n-  aeeordance  with  section 

23  3621(a)  of  this  title. 

24  "(o)  (1)    Tho  Postal  Rate  Commission  may  issue  suh- 
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1  ponas,  signed  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission-,-  to  -compel 

2  the  production  of  evidence  and  the  testimony  of  witnesses- 

3  with  rc'-'pcct  to  any  hearing  held  by  the  Commission  under 

4  this  chapter. 

5  "  (2) — Any   appropriate    district   court— of—the   United 

6  States  may,  upon  petition  by  the  Commission,  in  case  of  re- 

7  fusal  to  obey  a  subpena  of  the  Commission  issued  under 
S  this  subsection,  issue  an  order  requiring— compliance  with 
9  such  subpena.  Any  failure  to  obey  such  e*der--ma-y  be  pun- 

10  ished  by  such  district- court  a-s-a  contempt  thereof.". 

11  (b)    The  table  of  sections  for  subchapter  I  ol-chaptef- 

12  36  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  addiftg 

13  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"8605.  Review  and  hearings.". 

14  Sec.  13.  Section  3683  of  title  39,  United-States  -Godey 

15  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (a)  "  immediately  before  "Not-with- 

16  standing  any  other  provision"  and  by-ao!4ing  -at  the  end 

17  thereof  the  following  now  subsection: 

18  "  (b)   The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified  in-former  sec- 

19  tion  1551(a)  (1)    or  1551(b)  (2)  (A)    of  this  title,  ^when- 

20  mailed  from  a  publisher  or  a  distributor  to  a  school,  college, 

21  university,  or  library,  shall  be  the  rate  currently  in  efTeet  &*- 

22  such  mail  matter  under   the   provisions   of  former   section 

23  1551(b)  (1)    of  this  title.". 

24  Skc.  11.   (a)  (1)   There  is  hereby  established  the  Com 
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1  mission  on  Postal  Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred- 

2  to  as  tho  "Commission") .  The  Commission  shall  be  eomposed- 

3  of  five  members,  to  be  selected  as  follows— 

4  (A)    two  appointed  by -the-  President  of  the  United- 

5  States,  of  whom  one  shall  be  appointed  as  Chairman; 

6  (B)   one  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tomporo  of 

7  the  Sonato; 

8  (C)   one  appointed  by  tho  Speaker  of  the  -House  of 

9  Representatives ;  and 

10  (D)   one  appointed  by  the  Postmaster  General. 

11  (2)    The  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  appointed 

12  within  30  days  following  the  date  of  tho  enactment  of  this 

13  ~A^~ 

14  (3)    Any  vacancy  in  tho  Commission  shall  not  affec t  ks- 

15  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as-the  original 

16  appointment. 

17  — (b)  (1)   The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study  the 

18  public  service  aspects  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and 

19  shall  rooommond  to  what  extent  and  by  what  moans  such 

20  aspects  may  bo  defined  and  coots  thereof  reasonably  csti 

21  mated.  The  Commission  shall  also  ident4fy,-h>>Tofar  as  prac- 

22  ticable,  any  difference  betwcoa — 

23  (A)    the  costs  that  the  Postal  Service  should  reason 

24  ably  bo  expected  to  incur  in  providing  postal  services  in 
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1  accordance  with  tho  policies  of  titlo  39,  United-States 

2  Codo;  nnd 

3  (B)    tho  revenues  that  the  Postal  Scrviee-mfrv  rea- 

4  sonably  bo  expected  to  receive  from  rates  -and-fees  4of- 

5  postal  services,  with  due  considcr-aHon-feat  demands  for 

6  ■  postal  services  may  be  reflected  by  changco  in  the-  levels- 

7  of  such  rates  and-fees^ 

8  -f^-) — The    Commission    shall    determine    the  -ex-tent    to 

9  which  the  public  service  aspects  of --fee-Postal- -Service  shall 

10  -be — supported — by — appropriations.-   The-  -Commission    shall 

11  recommend  such  a  plan  with  due  consideration-being  given- 

12  -to — 

13  (A)    the  economic  and  social  benefit:?  of  the  postal- 

14  system  to  tho  u>or  and  recipient  of  the  mail: 

15  (B) — the  re;ative  economic  ability  of  the  users  of 

16  various  classes  of  mail  to  absorb  the  costs  of  the  postal 

17  system: 

18  (C)    the  extent  to  which  the  co"ts  of  maintaining  a 

19  system    which    would   provide    a    reasonable    degree    of 

20  reguiar    postal — services — tti — fee — entire — public — without 

21  regard  to  individual  usage,  and  the  degree  to  which  such 

22  costs  should  be  borne  by  the  public  generally  rather  than 

23  by  mail  users  in  particular: 
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1  (D)    tho  relative  economic  and  social  benefits  of 

2  other  uses  of  private  and  public  funds;  and 

3  (E)   the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for- adequate  an4- 

4  dependable   funding   and   for   systematic -pknuing  a«d- 

5  ratemaking  to  provide  efficient  -»nd- economical  postel- 

6  services  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  title  39,  P^n+ted- 

7  States  Code. 

8  (c)  (1) — The   Commission  shah- -sfcudy— the  - ratemaking 

9  procedures  established  under  title  39,  United- -States Code, 

10  particularly  the  functions  and  responsibilities  of  the  Postal 

11  Rate   Commission, -and  shall  develop  recommendations  for 

12  more  expeditious  and  co(aioiHH*aj-yroml«fe^4kftt--are--respoii- 

13  sivo  to  tho  needs  of  tho  Postal  Service  a nd-the -public.  If  4he~ 

14  Commission   recommends   the   abolition  of  the   Postal-  Rate- 

15  Commission, — the    Commission    shall    further   mm-mmend  -a- 

16  method   of  assuring  that  changes   in  postal   rates  -shall  he 

17  reviewed    independently    outside — the    Postal    Service-.   -The- 

18  Commission   shall   consider  a  system  in  which  -changes  in- 

19  postal  rates  shall  not  exceed  changes  in  consumer- prices 

20  unless  greater  changes  arc  approved  by  a  bod^-independenk- 

21  of  the  Postal  Service. 

22  (2)  In  rovicwing  postal  ratemaking  procedures -pursttan4- 

23  to  paragraph    (1)    of  this  subsection,  the  Commission-sha-H- 

24  study   the  reasonableness  and  adequacy  of  the  ratemaking 

25  criteria  established  by  section  SG22  (h)    of  title  39,  4feited- 
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1  States  Godo.  Tbo  study  shall  address- the -desirability  of  a- 

2  statutory  requirement  for  cost  attributions  to-particular  clas^e-- 

3  of  mail  or  types  of  mail  gcrvico. 

4  (d)    The  Commission  shall-frkui-y-the  causes  of  the  in- 

5  creases  in  postal  costs- tha-t- have  occurred  since  the  enact- 

6  ment  of  the  Postal  Roorgank-atien--Ae*r---T-he  Commission 

7  shall  consider  and  report  on  the  desirability  -e£ -  instituting- 

8  additional  statutory  or  administrative  systems  for  reviewing 

9  and  controlling  postal  costs  or  of  ehangmg-the-sys tern  eur- 

10  rontly  cstablisbecl-uttiler  4itle- -39,  -United  States  -Go4er 

11  (e)  (1)  For  purposes  of  carrying-out-  its  functions  un4er 

12  this  section,  the  Commission  may  sit  and-aet- at -such -times 

13  and  places  and  receive  such  evidence  anf^esterany-frs-fc-eon- 

14  siders  advi^abler 

15  (2)  The  Commission  may  secure -diree4y  #om -any  de- 

16  partmont  or  agency  of  the  United  States- intomation  and-  as- 

17  sistance  necessary  to  carry  out-its  duties  under  this  section-. 

18  Each  department  or  agency  is  authorized  and  directed,  to  the 

19  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within  the  limits  ol  avail a44e~ 

20  fuiub:.  to  furnish  information  and  a-^ta-nce  to  -the  Commi— 

21  fiion. 

22  (3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Gomm4ss4eiv att-y-mem- 

23  ber  or  agent  of  the  Commission  may  take-a^y  action  which 

24  the  Commission  is  authorized-  to  take  by  this  seet4e*h 

25  (1)    All  meetings,  hearimyv-e^ftle-i-enc-e^,-  or  other  pre- 
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1  coodings  of  tho  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the  chairmen 

o  of   the   appropriate    committees    of   tho    Congress    or   thoir 

3  designees  and  reasonable  notice  of  such  meetings  or  hearings 

4  shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their-designees. 

5  (f)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (-2 )v  members- 
q  of  thof  Commission  cack-skaJUreeeiye  as  compensation  the 

7  daily  equivalent  -of  the  annual  rate-of-  basio  pay --in  effect  for 

8  grade  GS  18  for  each  day-    (including  t-r  a vek4me )  --during 

9  which  they  are-  enga ged-  kv  the aetua l-performance  of  duties 

10  vested  in  tho -Commission. 

11  ( 2 )   Memb ors  -of-tke -Commission  -who  are  lull-time  of- 

12  fleers  or  employees  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no 

13  additional  pay-nn-aecnunt-t>f- their  service  on  the  Commission. 

14  (3)   While  away  from  their  homes-er-^-egnJar-  pi  a  ce  s  -ef- 

15  business  in  the  performance  of  service  for-ther-Commissinny 

16  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses. 

17  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  suhsisfeneey-in  the-same  manner 

18  a s  p e rs on^-empk»yed-  in termi t ten tly  m  the  Government  serviee 

19  are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703  (b)  ol4itle- -&, ;  United 

20  States  Code. 

21  (g)   The  Commission  may  appoint-and  fix  tne-eempen- 

22  sation  of  such  persoimei  as  it  considers  -advisable  without 

23  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Codc,-gov- 

24  orning  appointments  in   the   competitive   service,   and   such 
'25  personnel  may  be  paid ^vitkout-^gar-d  -to  -the  pr<>vi>i<>n<  of 
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1  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  5-3  of  such  title 

2  relating  to   classifi cation  and   General  4k4nMkrle--pay- rates,- 

3  but  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum -rate  authorized  by 

4  the   General   Schedule.   The   Commission   may   procure   the 

5  services  of  experts  and  consultants  in  accordance  with  soo- 
G  tion  3109  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  but-  at  rates  for 

7  individual;',  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalcnt-of- -the  annual 

8  rate  of  bask*  pay  in  effect  fur  the  maximum  rate  authorize4 

9  by  the  General  Schedule. 

10  (h)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  President 

11  and  to  each  Huiise  of  the  Congress  detailed  interim  progress- 

12  report.?  four  times  annually,  and  a  final  rcqmrt-eon-ta-mmg-a- 

1 3  detailed  statement  of  its  findings  and  recommendations,  t-o- 

14  gcther  with  any  individual  views,   within  two  ycar>-  after- 

15  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

16  -f^-) — The   Commission  shall  not  4»e-  -requk'eil  to  obtain 

17  the  clearance  of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal 

18  of  its  report. 

19  (i)   The  Commission  shall  cca^c  to  exist-sixty  days  after 

20  the  transmission  of  its  report  under  subjection    (h)-and  all 

21  offices  and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 

22  (j)   There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal 

23  Service   Fund   established  under  section   2003  -of -title  3^ 

24  United    States    Code,    without    fiscal    year    limkat-km,    such 

25  sums  as  may  be  necessary   to— eare-v-  eat  the  provisions  o£ 
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1  this  section.  Expenses  inc.urrod  by  tho  Commission  shall  bo 

2  paid  out  of  tho  Postal  Service  Fund. 

3  Sec.  15.  (a)  Chapter  6  of  titlo  39,  United-States  -Cede? 

4  is  amended  by  adding  at  tho  end  thoreei -the  folio wi ng  n^w 

5  &ootion : 

§  \}\f  i , — Lfizivy \zi y    ui    itiuii    try nuii|jitMit    u r^att ns utiuus 

7  ^^ft) — Notwithstanding  section   1725 -of— fci-fo-l&r- aay- 

8  momber  of  a  privato  nonpron^-erg»niza-tion— (other  than-ar 

9  political — committeo) — may — deposit    any — mailable — matter 

10  relating  to  the  activities  or  functions  of  3ueh  orga-nization 

11  in   any  letterbox,   if — (4-) — such  member  engages  in  -such 

12  activity  on  a  voluntary  basis  without  reimbursement -from 

13  such  organization;  and   (2}--s-ueh-or-ga-ni za tien -has- obta ined 

14  written  approval  to  engage  in  such-aetk4ty-4rom  the  -post- 

15  master   for   the    district   in   which   such   activity   is  -to   be 

17  "  (b)  Any  mailable  matter  which  is  depositod-in-aee-or4~ 

18  anco  with  subsection  (a)  may  bo  deposited  without  the  pay- 

19  ment  of  any  postage  on  such  mailable  matter. 

20  "  (c)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

21  "  (1)  the  term  'luttorbox'-meaiis  any  letterbox  estab- 

22  lished,  approved,  or  accepted  by  the  Postal  --Service  f e* 

23  the  receipt  or  delivery  of  mail  matter  on  any  mail  route, 

24  oxcopt  that  -&uoh-4emv  shall  not  include  any  unit  of  10  or 

25  more  letterboxes  situated  at  the  same  location; 
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I  "(2)    the  term  'mailable  ma  Her-'  means  any  matter 

p  which — 

3  "(A)    is  nut  lo;..vi  than  3  mollis  nor  more- than 

4  9  incho--.  in  height; 

5  " :  (B)    i.-j  not  loss  than-4^  inches  nor  more  than 
G  12  inch oo  in  length; 

7  "  (C)  ij  rectangular  in  shape-; 

8  "(D)   hag  n  ratio  -of  height  to  length  which  is 

9  not  le?--:.  than  1  to  1.111  (1  to  the  square-root -of  2^-r 

I  o  "(3)    the  term  'political  committee'  has  the -mean- 

II  ing  given  it  by  section  301  (d)   of  the  Federal -Election 

12  Campaign  Act  of  1971    (2  jk&&  431  (d)  f^ndr 

13  "  (1) — the — term — 'private — nonprofit  -organization^ 
^  means  any  organization  no  par4-of  the  net ■ -earnings-er 
**  incomo  of  which  inures,  or  may4awmlly  innre,  -to  -the 
■*■ "  benefit  of  any-private  shareholder -or -individual .— . 

17  -fh-) — The  table  of  sections  for  chapter- -6  of  title  39-, 

18  United  States  Code,  is- amended- by  adding  at-the  end  thereef- 
the  following  new-item: 

WG07.  Delivery  of  mail  by  nonprofit -orgttmzations^: 

20  (c)    Section  1725  of  title  18,  United- States  Code,-» 

21  amended  by  striking  out  ''Whoever-- -and-  inserting  in  hen- 

22  thereof  "Except  as   provided  by   section   607   of  -title   39, 

23  whoever". 
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1  Sec.   16.    (a)    Section  203  of  title  39,  United  States 

2  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

3  "§203.  Postmaster  General;    Deputy  Postmaster  General 

4  "  (ti)   The  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Postal  Service  is 

5  tho  Postmaster  General  appointed  by  the  President  by  and 
G  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Ilia  pay  shall  bo 

7  fixed  by  the  Governors. 

8  "(b)   Tho  alternate  chief  executivo  officer  of  tho  Postal 

9  Service  is  tho  Deputy  Postmaster  General  appointed  by  the 

10  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

11  His  pay  shall  be  fixed  by  the  Governors.". 

12  (b)    Subsection    (c)    of  section  202  of  title  39,  United 

13  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

14  £1-(^) — The   Postmaster  General  and  the  Deputy  Post 

15  master  General  each  shall  be  voting  members  of  the  Board.". 

16  (c)    Subsection    (d)    of  section  202  of  title  39,  United 

17  States  Code,  is  repealed. 

18  (d)    Subsection    (c)    of  section  205  of  title  89,  United 

19  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

20  "  (c)    The  Board  shall  act  upon  majority  vote  of  those 

21  members  who  arc  present,  and  any  6  members  shall  eonsti 

22  tutc  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business  by  the  Board 

23  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title.". 
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2  (i>)   The  fiiv-t  pareiithetic-a4--plB,a>e  m  the  first  sentence 

2  of  subsection    ( a )-- <4  seefHm-44H)-J-  -of  -ticle  -)>j>,  United  State* 

3  Code,  is  amended  to  road  as  follows:  "(except  a  Govern^ 

4  ft  member  of  the   Postal  Kate  Coniniis.Mon.   the  IWmas-fce^- 

5  General,  or  the  Deputy  Postmaster  Gencraty-^V 

q  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the.  "Postal  Reorganization 

7  Act  Amendments  of  1976". 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  2401  (b)  of  title  39,  United  States 

9  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3). 

10  (b)   Section  2401  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 

11  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

12  subsections: 

13  "(d)(1)   There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 

14  Postal  Service  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  to  be  applied 

15  against  the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal 

16  Service  as  of  September  30,  1976. 

17  "(2)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal 

18  Service  the  amount  of  8500,000,000  to  be  applied  against  the 

19  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service  as 

20  of  September  30,  1977. 

21  "(e)   During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 

22  appropriation  of  the  funds  under  subsection   (d)(1)   and 

23  ending   on   the   date   on   which   the   Commission   on  Postal 

24  Service  is  required  to   transmit   the  final  report   required 
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1  under  section   7(f)(1)    of   the   Postal  Reorganization  Act 

2  Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of 

3  Congress,  the  Postal  Service  shall  not — 

4  "(1)   have  in  effect  any  permanent  or  temporary 

5  rate  of  postage  or  fee  for  postal  services  exceeding  the 

6  rates  and  fees  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 

7  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976; 

8  "(2)    provide   levels  and  types   of  postal  services 

9  which   are   less   than   the   levels   and   types   of  services 

10  provided  on  Julyl,  1976 ; 

11  "(3)  close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more  families 

12  regularly  receive  their  mail  and  which  was  providing 

13  service  on  July  1,1976;  or 

14  "(4)    dose   any  post  office  where  fewer   than   35 

15  families   receive   their  mail   and  which   was  providing 

16  service  on  Julyl,  1976,  unless  the  Postal  Service  receives 

17  the  written  consent  of  at  least  60  percent  of  the  regular 

18  patrons  of  such  office  who  are  at  least  18  years  of  age. 

19  "(f)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 

20  appropriation  of  the  funds  under  subsection    (d)(1)    and 

21  ending  on   the  date  on   which   the   Commission   on   Postal 

22  Service  is  required   to   transmit   the  final   report   required 

23  under  section   7(f)(1)    of   the  Postal  Reorganization   Act 

24  Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of 

25  Congress,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or 
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1  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other 

2  than  apartment  building  addresses)  to  which  service  is  begun 

3  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 

4  Act  Amendments  of  1976. 

5  "(q)   In  requesting  amounts  to  be  appropriated  under 

6  this  section,  the  Postal  Service  shall  present  to  the  Commit- 

7  tees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  and  the   Committees 

8  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 

9  resentatives  sufficient  copies  of  the  budget  of  the  Postal  Serv- 

10  ice  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are  requested  to  be 

11  appropriated,    and   a    comprehensive   statement   relating    to 

12  the  following  matters: 

13  "(1)    the   plans,    policies,    and   procedures   of   the 

14  Postal  Service  designed  to  comply  with  all  of  the  pro- 

15  visions  of  section  101  of  this  title; 

16  "(2)  postal  operations  generally,  including  data  on 

17  the   speed   and   reliability   of  service   provided   for   the 

18  various  classes  of  mail  and  types  of  mail  service,  mail 

19  volume,  productivity,   trends  in  postal  operations,   and 

20  analyses  of  the  impact  of  internal  and  external  factors 

21  upon  the  Postal  Service; 

22  "(3)  estimates  of  the  total  expenditures  and  obliga- 

23  tions  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service 

24  for  the  most  recent  fiscal  year  for  which  information  is 

25  available  and  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are 


272 


1  requested  to  be  appropriated,  and  the  means  by  which 

2  these  estimated  expenses  will  be  financed;  and 

3  "(4)  such  other  matters  as  the  committees  may  de- 

4  termine  necessary  to  insure  that  the  Congress  is  fully  and 

5  currently  consulted  and  informed  on  postal  operations, 

6  plans,  and  policies. 

7  "(h)   The  Postal  Service  shall  request  an  opportunity 

8  to  appear  before  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees 

9  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  to  present 

10  testimony   and   respond   to   questions   with   respect   to   such 

11  budget  and  statement.   Upon  receipt  of  such  request,   each 

12  such  committee  shall  take  such  action  as  it  considers  appro- 

13  priate  and  shall  advise  the  Postal  Service  of  such  action. 

14  "(i)  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the  appro- 

15  priation  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section 

16  may  not  be  deemed  a  failure  of  appropriations.  The  failure 

17  of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of  any  part  of 

18  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  shall   not   relieve   the 

19  Postal  Service  from   the  responsibility  to  comply   with   the 

20  provisions  of  subsections  (e),   (f),  and  (g)   of  this  section. 

21  "(j)  The  rates  established  under  chapter  36  of  this  title 

22  for  zone-rated  parcels  formerly  entered  under  former  chap- 

23  ter  67  of  this  title  shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than 

24  the  rates  for  such  mail  would  be  if  the  funds  authorized  under 

25  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  were  not  appropriated." . 
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1  (c)   Section  2003  of  title  39,   United  States  Code,   is 

2  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

3  subsection  : 

4  "(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section, 

5  any  amounts  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  under  sub- 

6  section  (d)  of  section  2401  of  this  title  and  deposited  into  the 

7  Fund  shall   be   expended  by   the  Postal   Service   only   for 

8  the  purposes  provided  in  such  subsection.^ . 

9  Sec.  3.   (a)   Section  3601  of  title  39,   United  States 

10  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

11  "§  3601.  Establishment. 

12  "(a)   The  Postal  Bate  Commission  is  an  independent 

13  establishment  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of 

14  the  United  States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5  Com- 

15  missioners,   appointed  by   the   President,    by   and   with   the 

16  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall 

17  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications  and 

18  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more 

19  than  3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same 

20  political  party. 

21  "(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the 

22  expiration  of  his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except 

23  that  a  Commissioner  may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for  more 

24  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon  which  his  term  otherwise 

25  would  expire  under  section  3602  of  this  title. 


274 


1  "(c)   One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as 

2  Chairman  by,  and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at 

3  the  pleasure  of,  the  President. 

4  "(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  desig- 

5  nate  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chair- 

6  man  shall  act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  absence 

7  of  the  Chairman." . 

8  (b)    The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)    of   title   39, 

9  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection   (a)   of  this 

10  section,  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of 

11  the  Postal  Bate  Commission  holding  office  on  the  date  of  the 

12  enactment   of   this   Act,    except   that   such   provisions   shall 

13  apply  to  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner  occurring 

14  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

15  Sec.  4.  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 

16  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

17  "§  3604.  Administration. 

18  "(a)    The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 

19  shall  be  the  principal  executive  officer  of  the   Commission. 

20  The  Chairman  shall  exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the 

21  executive  and  administrative  functions  of  the  Commission, 

22  including  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to   (1) 

23  the  appointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the  Commis- 

24  sion,   except   that   the  appointment   of   the   heads   of  major 

25  administrative  units  under  the  Commission  shall  require  the 
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1  approval  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Commission, 

2  (2)    the  supervision  of  the  personnel  employed  under   the 

3  Commission  and  the  distribution  of  business  among  them  and 

4  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the  use  and  expenditure 

5  of  funds. 

6  "(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this 

7  section,  the  Chairman  shall  be  governed  by  the  general  poli- 

8  cies  of  the  Commission. 

9  "(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  sup- 

10  plies  as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry 

11  out  its  functions.  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  under 

12  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of  compensation  and  shall 

13  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee  benefits  established 

14  under  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title,  as  appropriate. 

15  "(d)(1)    The   Commission   shall   periodically   prepare 

16  and  submit  to  the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commis- 

17  sions  expenses,  including,  but  not  limited  to,   expenses  for 

18  facilities,  supplies,  compensaton,  and  employee  benefits.  The 

19  budget  shall   be  considered  approved — 

20  "(A)   cis  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in 

21  accordance  with  subparagraph  (B)  of  this  paragraph: 

22  or 

23  "(B)   cis  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office, 

24  by  unanimous  written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount 

25  of  money  requested  in  the  budget. 
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1  subparagraph  (B)  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  the 

2  Governors  to  adjust  any  item  included  within  the  budget. 

3  "(2)   Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved 

4  under  paragraph   (1)   of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out 

5  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund  established  under  section  2003 

6  of  this  title. 

7  "(e)   The  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of 

8  this  title  shall  apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate." . 

9  Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

10  is   amended  by  redesignating  subsection    (c)    as  subsection 

11  (d)   and  by  inserting  immediately  after  subsection   (b)   the 

12  following  new  subsection: 

13  "(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2)  of  this 

14  subsection,  in  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service  makes  a 

15  request  under  section  3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended 

16  decision  by  the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  o-r  rates  of 

17  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services  the  Commission 

18  shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision  to  the   Governors 

19  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months 

20  after  receiving  any  such  request  from  the  Postal  Service. 

21  "(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines 

22  that  the  Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  considera- 

23  tion  of  a  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 

24  3622  by  failing  to  respond  within  a  reasonable  time  to  any 

25  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the  Commission  may  extend 
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1  the   10-month   period  described   in  paragraph    (1)    of   this 

2  subsection  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay". 

3  (b)    The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)   shall  not 

4  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recom- 

5  mended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to 

6  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for  postal 

7  services,  requested  on  September  18,  1975,  by  the   United 

8  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which  bears  or  which  at 

9  any  time  has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate  Commission 

10  Docket  Number  R76-1 . 

11  Sec.  6.   (a)   Section  3641  of  title  39,   United  States 

12  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

13  "§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes. 

14  "(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 

15  fails  to  transmit  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates 

16  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal  services  to  the  Governors  in 

17  accordance  with  section  3624  (c)  of  this  title,  the  Postal  Serv- 

18  ice  may  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage  and 

19  in  fees  for  postal  services  in  accordance  with  the  proposed 

20  changes  under  consideration  by  the  Commission.  Such  tem- 

21  porary  changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal 

22  Service  may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes 

23  may  take  effect  only  after  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal 

24  Register. 

25  "(b)    Any   temporary   rate   or   fee   established   by   the 
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j  Postal  Service  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in 

2  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 

3  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to 

4  assure  that  the  total  estimated  income,  including  appropria- 
te tions,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  be 
q  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

7  ('(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b), 

g  the  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary  rate 

9  for  a  class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  serv- 

10  ice  which  is  more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  requested 

11  for  such  class  or  postal  service  by  the  Postal  Service  under 

12  section  3622  of  this  title. 

13  "(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in 

14  fees  for  postal  service  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this 

15  section  shall  remain  in  effect  no  longer  than  150  days  after 

16  the   date   on   which   the    Commission    transmits   its    recom- 

17  mended  decision  to  the  Governors  under  section  3624(d)  of 

18  this  title,  unless  such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by  the 

19  Governors  before  the  expiration  of  such  period. 

20  "(e)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit 

21  to  the  Governors  within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has 

22  submitted,  or  within  30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  re- 

23  submitted,  to  the  Commission  a  request  for  a  recommended 

24  decision  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  (after 

25  such  schedule  is  established  under  section  3623  of  this  title), 
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-I  the  Postal  /Service,  upon  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Reg- 

o  ister,  may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  the  mail 

3  classification  schedule  in  accordance  with  proposed  changes 

4  under   consideration   by    the    Commission.    Any    temporary 

5  change  shall  be  effective  for  a  period  ending  not  later  than 
q  30  days  after  the  Commission  has  transmitted  its  recom- 
rj  mended  decision  to  the  Governors. 

g  "(f)  If,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders 

9  a  matter  returned  to  the  Commission  for  further  consider a- 

10  tion,  the  Postal  Service,  with  the  consent  of  the  Commission, 

H  may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage, 

12  and  fees  for  postal  services,   or  in   the  mail  classification 

13  schedule. ^ . 

14  (b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 

15  section  shall  not  apply  to  any   action  or  proceeding  with 

16  respect  to  the  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Bate  Com- 

17  mission  relating  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage  and 
38  in  fees  for  postal  services  requested  on  September  18,  1975, 

19  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which  bears 

20  or  which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate 
2i  Commission  Docket  Number  R7 6-1. 

22  (2)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title  39,  United 

23  States  Code,  as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day 

24  before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to 

25  any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Postal  Service 
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1  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the  Postal  Bate  Commission,  dated 

2  September  18,  1975,  for  a  recommended  decision,  bearing 

3  Docket  Number  B76-1 . 

4  Sec.  7.   (a)  (1)   There  is  hereby  established  the  Com- 

5  mission  on  Postal  Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred 

6  to  as  the  "Commission" ).  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 

7  of  12  members,  to  be  selected  as  follows: 

8  (A)   4  appointed  by  the  President  of  the   United 

9  States,  of  whom  one  shall  be  appointed  as  Chairman; 

10  (B)  3  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of 

11  the  Senate,  of  whom  one  shall  be  an  individual  who  is  a 

12  member  of  the  work  force  of  the  United  States  Postal 

13  Service; 

14  (C)  3  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 

15  Bepresentatives,   of   whom   one  shall  be   an   individual 

16  who  is  a  member  of  the  work  force  of  the  United  States 

17  Postal  Service; 

18  (D)  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  United  States, 

19  ex  officio;  and 

20  (E)  the  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Bate  Commission, 

21  ex  officio. 

22  (2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  appointed 

23  within  15  days  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 

24  Act. 
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1  f 6)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  not  affect  its 

2  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  original 

3  appointment. 

4  (b)  The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study  the  prob- 

5  lems  facing  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  recommend 

6  actions  to  be  taken  to  resolve  those  problems.  The  Commission 

7  shall  not  be  limited  to  any  particular  subject  areas  for  con- 

8  sideration. 

9  (c)  (1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  its  functions  under 

10  this  section,  the  Commission  may  sit  and  act  at  such  times 

11  and  places  and  receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as  it 

12  considers  advisable. 

13  (2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly  from  any  de- 

14  partment  or  agency  of  the  United  States  information  and 

15  assistance  necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section. 

16  Each  department  or  agency  is  authorized  and  directed,  to  the 

17  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within  the  limits  of  available 

18  funds,  to  furnish  information  and  assistance  to  the  Com- 

19  mission. 

20  (3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commission,  any  mem- 

21  ber  or  agent  of  the  Commission  may  take  any  action  which 

22  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

23  (4)  All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences,  or  other  pro- 

24  ceedings  of  the  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the  chairmen 
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1  of  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  or  their  des- 

2  ignees  and  reasonable  notice  of  such  meetings  or  hearings 

3  shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their  designees. 

4  (d)  (1 )  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph   (2) ,  mem- 

5  bers  of  the  Commission  each  shall  receive  as  compensation 

6  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect 

7  for  Grade  GS-18  for  each  day  (including  traveltime)  dur- 

8  ing  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of 

9  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

10  (2)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  full-time  offi- 

11  cers  or  employees  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no  addi- 

12  tional  pay  on  account  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

13  (3)  While  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 

14  business  in  the  performance  of  service  for  the  Commission, 

15  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 

16  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner 

17  as  persons  employed  intermittently  in  the  Government  serv- 

18  ice  are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703  of  title  5,  United 

19  States  Code. 

20  (e)  The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the  compen- 

21  sation  of  such  personnel  as  it  considers  advisable  without 

22  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  gov- 

23  erning  appointments  in   the  competitive  service,   and  such 

24  personnel  may  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 

25  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title 
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1  relating  to  classification   and  General  Schedule  pay   rates, 

2  but  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by 

3  the   General  Schedule.    The   Commission    may  procure   the 

4  services  of  experts  and  consultants  in  accordance  with  sec- 

5  Hon  3109  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  but  at  rates  for 

6  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual 

7  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate  authorized 

8  by  the  General  Schedule. 

9  (f)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  President 

10  and  to  each  House  of  the  Congress  a  final  report  containing  a 

11  detailed  statement  of  its  findings  and  recommendations,  to- 

12  gether  with  any  individual  views,  on  or  before  February  15, 

13  1977. 

14  (2)    The  Commission  shall  not  be   required  to   obtain 

15  the  clearance  of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal 

16  of  its  report. 

17  (g)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist  60  days  after 

18  the  transmission  of  its  final  report  under  subsection  (f)  and 

19  all  offices  and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 

20  (h)    There   are   authorized   to   be   appropriated   to   the 

21  Postal  Service  Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  title 

22  39,  United  States  Code,  ivithout  fiscal  year  limitation,  such 

23  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 

24  section.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Commission  shall  be  paid 

25  out  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 
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1  Sec.  8.   Section  3623(b)    of  title  39,    United  States 

2  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Postal  Service"  the  second 

3  time  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Gov- 

4  ernors". 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  October  30,  1975. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk 
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Calendar  No.  915 

94th  Congress     )  SENATE  (  Keport 

2d  Session  j  \  No.  94-966 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1976 


June  21   (legislative  day,  June  18,  1976). — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McGee,  from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 
SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  8603] 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  which  was  re- 
ferred the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
with  respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial  matters  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon  with 
an  amendment  to  the  text  and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended  do 

Purpose 

Under  the  economic  duress  of  an  increasing  deficit,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice has  made  an  effort  during  the  past  6  months  to  reduce  expenditures 
through  service  reductions.  Small  post  offices  have  been  closed;  the 
number  of  business  deliveries  in  10  East  Coast  cities  has  been  reduced ; 
door  and,  to  some  extent,  curbline  delivery  has  been  abandoned  for 
new  residential  addresses;  overtime  work  has  been  reduced,  thereby 
necessarily  increasing  delivery  time;  and  in  some  regions  there  has 
been  a  freeze  (also  increasing  delivery  time)  on  new  hires.  The  Com- 
mittee understands  that  further  cuts — including  abandonment  of 
Saturday  delivery — are  being  considered. 

Meanwhile,  postal  rates  have  increased.  Since  May  of  1971,  when 
the  8-cent  rate  became  effective,  first-class  postage  has  increased  63 
percent.  During  the  same  period,  the  Consumer  Price  Index  increased 
35  percent.  The  increase  in  first  class  postage  has  undoubtedly  con- 
tributed to  a  decline  in  volume,  which  had  historically  risen  steadily 
until  1974  but  fell  in  1975.  Such  a  trend  augurs  ill,  for  the  Postal  Serv- 
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ice  urgently  needs  the  increased  revenues  derived  from  an  expected 
expanding  volume. 

Prime  among  the  committee's  concerns  is  the  fiscal  posture  of  the 
Postal  Service  which  requires  early  congressional  attention.  The  postal 
deficit  increased  from  $175  million  in  1972  to  $989  million  in  1975,  for 
a  cumulative  deficit  through  1975  of  $1.6  billion.  A  deficit  of  $1.5  bil- 
lion is  estimated  for  fiscal  year  1976 ;  and  a  $1  billion  55  million  deficit 
is  estimated  for  fiscal  year  1977. 

H.R.  8603  addresses  itself  directly  to  these  three  major  problems  of 
the  Postal  Service :  Reductions  in  service ;  increasing  postal  rates ;  and 
a  continuing  operating  indebtedness.  The  bill  would : 

1.  Authorize  two  appropriations  in  the  amount  of  $500  million  each 
to  be  applied  against  the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the 
Postal  Service.  The  first  such  appropriation  is  to  be  applied  against 
the  debt  as  it  exists  at  the  close  of  fiscal  year  1976,  and  the  second  is  to 
be  applied  against  the  debt  as  it  exists  at  the  close  of  fiscal  year  1977. 

2.  Prohibit  service  cuts  and  require  door  or  curbline  delivery  to 
residential  addresses  (except  apartment  buildings)  for  a  period  begin- 
ning with  the  appropriation  of  the  funds  authorized  by  the  bill  and 
ending  on  February  15, 1977. 

3.  Allow  no  postal  rate  increases  during  that  same  period. 

Further,  the  bill  looks  to  the  future  of  the  Postal  Service  by  estab- 
lishing a  12-member  Commission  on  Postal  Service  to  identify  and 
study  the  problems  facing  the  Postal  Service  and  recommend  actions 
to  be  taken  to  resolve  them.  The  Commission's  report  will  be  due  on 
or  before  February  15, 1977. 

In  short,  the  main  purposes  of  the  bill  are  to  provide  funds  to  be 
applied  against  the  outstanding  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal 
Service  as  of  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1977  and  the  beginning  of 
fiscal  year  1978,  to  establish  a  moratorium  on  postal  rate  increases  and 
service  reductions,  and  to  establish  a  Commission  to  study  and  report 
on  the  problems  of  the  Postal  Service. 

Amendment 

H.R.  8603  has  been  amended  by  striking  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  substituting  the  language  of  S.  2844  as  it  was  amended  by 
the  Committee. 

Background 

If  it  were  truly  a  business,  the  United  States  Postal  Service  would 
be  bankrupt.  At  its  inception  in  July  of  1971,  the  Service  had  assets  of 
$3.4  billion,  with  a  capitalization  balanced  between  liabilities  of  $1.7 
billion  and  equity  of  $1.7  billion.  It  will  end  fiscal  year  1977,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  relief,  with  an  accumulated  deficit  of  approximately  $4.5  bil- 
lion and  it  already  has  negative  equity. 

The  United  States  Postal  Service,  however,  is  not  a  business.  Al- 
though it  was  intended  that  the  Postal  Service  would  use  modern 
business  methods  in  organizing  its  activities,  the  Congress,  in  section 
101  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  as  it  was  amended  by  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  specifically  stated  that : 

The  United  States  Postal  Service  shall  be  operated  as  a 
basic  and  fundamental  service  provided  to  the  people  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  authorized  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, created  by  Act  of  Congress,  and  supported  by  the  people. 
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The  Congress  had  been  told,  primarily  by  the  President's  Commis- 
sion on  Postal  Organization,  the  Kappell  Commission,  that  the  reor- 
ganization was  needed  so  that  postal  management  could  improve  upon 
the  reliability  of  day-to-day  mail  delivery  and  also  address  itself  to 
the  unfilled  needs  of  the  nation  for  additional  postal  services.  The 
Commission  further  foresaw  that  at  least  $1.6  billion  annually  would 
be  saved  if  postal  management  were  unfettered.  Congress  discounted 
the  optimism  of  the  Postmaster  General  and  other  advocates  of  a  self- 
sustaining  Postal  Service  in  1970  and  did  provide  for  an  annual  pay- 
ment to  the  Postal  Service  for  public  service  costs.  That  payment 
amounts  to  10  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  1971  budget  of  the  former 
Post  Office  Department  through  fiscal  year  1979.  to  be  diminished  by  1 
percent  a  year  for  5  years,  after  which  the  Postal  Service  could  choose 
to  end  the  so-called  subsidy  altogether. 

Events  have  demonstrated  that  the  congressional  view  that  appro- 
priations would  be  necessary  was  accurate.  Indeed,  the  static  payment, 
amounting  to  S920  million  annually  through  fiscal  year  1979,  has  not 
proved  to  be  adequate.  The  fixed  subsidy,  which  stemmed  from  neces- 
sary compromise,  was  arbitrary.  And  the  fixed  subsidy,  in  addition, 
has  been  steadily  eroded  by  inflation,  which  has  proceeded  at  a  more 
rapid  rate  than  contemplated  when  the  Reorganization  Act  was  writ- 
ten in  1970. 

The  other  appropriations  provided  to  the  Postal  Service  to  compen- 
sate it  for  the  revenue  not  realized  because  of  public  policy  affecting 
the  rates  of  postage  for  certain  classes  and  kinds  of  mail  do  not  com- 
prise a  subsidy  of  the  Postal  Service,  but  rather  of  mail  users  who  have 
been  provided  with  a  time  cushion  to  adjust  to  the  impact  of  being 
charged  the  full  rates  required  to  cover  the  costs  which  can  be  attrib- 
uted to  them.  For  fiscal  year  1977,  a  total  of  $792  million  has  been 
included  in  the  budget  for  this  foregone  revenue,  which  does  not  apply 
to  first-class,  zone-rated  fourth-class  (parcel  post),  or  regular-rate 
third-class  mailers.  The  chief  beneficiaries  of  this  policy  are  users  of 
second-class,  nonprofit  third-class,  and  the  special  fourth-class  rates. 

Borrowing  Authority 

One  of  the  key  provisions  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  gave  the 
newly  independent  Postal  Sendee  the  authority  to  borrow  money  and 
to  issue  and  sell  obligations  as  it  deems  necessary,  within  certain  limits. 
Its  total  Outstanding  obligations  cannot  exceed  $10  billion.  The  net 
increases  in  its  obligations  in  any  year  to  cover  operating  expenses 
cannot  exceed  $500  million  and  to  cover  capital  improvements  $1.5 
billion. 

While  there  is  no  great  concern  over  borrowing  for  capital  pur- 
poses, since  this  long-term  debt  poses  no  difficulty  in  repavment.  the 
committee  has  become  increasingly  concerned  that  annual  resort  to  off- 
budget  borrowing  for  operating  expenses  can  only  deepen  the  Service's 
insolvency.  It  already  has  done  so.  So  far,  the  Postal  Service  has  not 
been  able  to  meet  the  schedule  for  repayment  of  operating  debt  and 
has  had  to  roll-over  each  debt  obligation  as  it  came  due. 

Hard-pressed  as  it  has  become,  the  Postal  Service  has.  not  surpris- 
ingly, made  cuts.  Many  air  taxi  routes  have  been  abandoned.  Same- 
day  delivery  in  downtown  areas  has  been  abandoned.  Local  mail  has 
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been  mixed  with  area  mail,  slowing  it  down.  Collections  from  corner 
mail  deposit  boxes  have  been  restricted.  The  frequency  of  delivery  in 
downtown  business  areas  of  our  larger  cities  has  been  cut.  Door-to-door 
service  in  newly  built-up  areas  is  a  thing  of  the  past.  And  the  criteria 
by  which  the  fate  of  small  rural  post  offices  is  decided  has  been  changed 
to  facilitate  a  significant  reduction  in  the  number  of  such  offices. 

Inflationary  Impact 

Primary  among  the  reasons  for  the  less-than-hoped-for  perform- 
ance of  the  newly  independent  Postal  Service  has  been  the  rate  of 
inflation.  Cost-of-living  increases  in  postal  workers'  pay  have  totaled 
$987  million  in  the  past  2  years ;  every  penny  increase  in  the  price  of 
gasoline  costs  the  Service  $3.5  million  per  year.  The  effect  has  been 
significant.  Impelled  by  these  inflationary  forces,  the  rate  of  postage- 
has  risen.  Since  May  of  1971,  when  the  former  8-cent  rate  for  a  first- 
class  stamp  became  effective,  the  cost  of  a  stamp  has  risen  63  percent. 
The  Consumer  Price  Index  has  risen,  in  the  same  interval,  by  35  per- 
cent. And,  while  there  is  no  consensus  about  the  elasticity  or  inelas- 
ticity of  demand  for  postal  services  in  the  face  of  rate  increases,  recent 
experience  would  indicate  that  we  are,  at  the  least,  approaching  a  point 
where  rate  increases  will  permanently  affect  mail  volume.  In  fiscal 
year  1975,  mail  volume  declined  for  the  first  time  since  the  depression 
of  the  11/30's.  The  major  revenue-producing  class,  first-class,  which  had 
risen  1.2  percent  in  fiscal  year  1974,  fell  0.4  percent  in  1975.  Third-class 
declined  3  percent,  fourth-class  by  6.7  percent,  and  airmail  fell  off 
15.5  percent. 

The  Postmaster  General,  in  his  annual  report  for  fiscal  year  1975, 
understated  the  obvious  when  he  said : 

This  development  demands  attention.  While  we  hope  that 
mail  volume  will  respond  to  an  improved  general  economy  in 
fiscal  year  1976,  we  are  aware  that  postage  rates  may  be 
reaching  a  point  where  price  is  causing  mail  users  to  increase 
their  use  of  competitive  means  of  distribution  or  electronic 
communications.  This  trend  increases  our  concern  over  the 
long-term  course  of  postal  finances. 

Wages  and  Benefits 

Despite  a  significant  increase  in  the  mechanized  sorting  of  mail, 
postal  services  continue  to  be  highly  labor-intensive,  with  wages  and 
benefits  for  employees  accounting  for  nearly  86  percent  of  total  oper- 
ating costs.  The  1970  Act  gave  rank-and-file  employees  the  right  of 
collective  bargaining  and  directed  that  compensation  and  benefits  be 
maintained  on  a  standard  of  comparability  to  the  compensation  and 
benefits  paid  for  comparable  levels  of  work  in  the  private  sector  of 
the  economy. 

There  is  no  question  that  under  collective  bargaining  postal  employ- 
ees have  improved  their  lot.  Since  reorganization,  salaries  and  bene- 
fits have  risen  significantly,  so  that  today  the  average  outlay  for  bar- 
gaining unit  employees  stands  at  $13,755  in  wages  and  $16,228  if  bene- 
fits are  included  in  the  computation. 
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Various  comparisons  of  Postal  Service  pay  and  Postal  Service  in- 
creases with  other  segments  of  the  economy  have  been  made.  For  in- 
stance, as  of  March  21.  1976,  the  rate  of  pay  for  Postal  Service  grade 
5/step  5  had  increased  by  57.69  percent  since  July  1,  1971,  to  $1^,634. 
General  Schedule  civil  service  employees  in  grade  5/step  5  had  pay  in- 
creases of  28.68  percent  in  the  same  time  period,  bringing  their  pay 
to  $10,117  annually. 

The  President's  Council  and  Wage  and  Price  Stability  found  that 
postal  wage  increases  outstripped  those  in  the  private  sector  when  com- 
pared with  hourly  wage  earners  in  nonsupervisory  positions  in  the 
private  nonfarm  economy,  though  it  found  Postal  Service  increases 
significantly  more  moderate  when  compared  with  increases  in  wages 
paid  union  workers  in  private  industry  over  the  same  period. 

The  Postal  Service  itself  surveyed  67  manufacturing  and  non-manu- 
facturing firms  a  year  ago  and  found  that  wages  plus  benefits  for  its 
average  bargaining-unit  employee  amounted  to  $8.05  per  hour,  1  cent 
more  than  the  average  $8.04  in  wages  and  benefits  for  the  companies 
surveyed. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  estimated  that  by  the  end  of  the 
current  contract  period,  July  1978,  the  average  pay  and  benefit  cost 
for  bargaining-unit  employees  of  the  Postal  Service  will  stand  at 
$18,700.  It  concludes  that  postal  workers  seem  to  have  attained  a 
financial  standing  comparable  to  that  of  employees  in  the  private  sector 
of  the  economy,  as  intended  by  the  Reorganization  Act. 

But  the  rate  of  compensation  increases  has  slowed.  The  most  recent 
contract  between  Postal  Service  management  and  labor  was  signed  in 
August  of  1975  and  provided  a  fixed  wage  increase  of  slightly  less 
than  4  percent  per  year  plus  a  cost-of-living  allowance  of  1  percent 
per  hour  for  every  four  nineteenths  of  a  point  increase  in  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index.  This  contrasts  with  estimates  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  that  an  average  10.3  percent  increase  in  wages  in  the  first 
year  of  industrial  contracts  last  year  and  an  average  annual  increase 
of  7.8  percent  over  the  life  of  the  contract  were  typical  in  the  economy 
at  large. 

COMPARISON  OF  COMPENSATION  COSTS  IN  THE  SERVICE  WITH  THAT  IN  14  SELECTED  INDUSTRIES, 

FEBRUARY  1975 


Postal 
Service 

Private 
sector 

Straight-time  pay 

$6.02 

$5.55 

Total  benefits 

2.03 

2.49 

Total  compensation 

8.05 

8.04 

The  survey  results  indicated  that  there  was  little  difference  in  com- 
pensation costs  between  the  Service  and  the  private  sector. 

As  a  matter  of  interest,  GAO  has  traced  the  compensation  growth 
for  employees  of  the  Service.  The  following  table  shows  salary  growth 
for  Service  employees  since  reorganization.  It  also  shows  the  salary 
growth  for  General  Schedule  employees,  grade  5/step  5  and  for  Postal 
Service  Schedule  employees,  grade  5/step  5  (the  former  equivalent 
point  in  the  General  Schedule  and  Service  scales). 
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SALARY  GROWTH  SINCE  POSTAL  REORGANIZATION 


July  1, 
197U 

July  21, 
1975 » 

March  21, 
1976  3 

Percent 

increase 

from 

July  1971  to 

March  1976 

Postal  Service: 
Average  salary: 

Without  fringes 

$8,694 

$13, 254 
15,  493 

12,  238 
*  14,  306 

9,632 
11,  809 

$13, 650 

15,  957 

12,  634 
*  14,  769 

10, 117 
12,  403 

57.00 

With  fringes 

9,746 

63.73 

Grade  5/step  5: 

Without  fringes. 

8,012 

57.69 

With  fringes. 

8,981 

64.45 

General  Schedule: 

Without  fringes.. 

7,862 

28.68 

With  fringes 

8,813 

40.73 

1  Compensation  prior  to  collective  bargaining. 

2  Date  of  first  increase  under  current  contract. 

3  Date  of  second  increase  under  current  contract. 

4  Does  not  reflect  a  contribution  for  retirement  benefits  as  complete  as  the  General  Schedule. 

Performance 

In  testimony  before  the  committee,  the  General  Accounting  Office 
stated  it  as  a  fact  that,  "overall  the  mail  is  moving  well,  although  not 
as  well  as  in  1969." 

Unfortunately,  the  GAO,  as  has  the  committee  itself,  concluded  that 
more  mail  is  being  delayed  for  longer  period  than  used  to  be  the  case, 
and  that  this  mail,  though  proportionately  small  in  terms  of  total 
volume,  still  adds  up  to  several  billion  pieces  a  year. 

As  the  Postal  Service  has  increased  the  number  of  multiposition 
letter  sorting  machines  in  use,  to  the  point  where  approximately  60 
percent  of  all  letter  mail  is  processed  on  these  machines,  the  incidence 
of  missent  mail  has  risen.  It  has  been,  in  part,  the  price  paid  for  efforts 
to  cut  costs  and  improve  productivity. 

In  testimony  to  the  committee,  GAO  auditors  stated  that  in  1969  the 
average  time  to  deliver  a  first-class  letter  was  1.5  days.  By  1971,  the 
average  rose  as  high  as  2  days.  Four  and  one-half  years  later  it  had 
been  reduced  again,  to  1.65  days.  Postal  Service  standards  provide  for 
delivery  of  qualified  first-class  mail,  that  is,  stamped  ZIP-coded  mail 
deposited  prior  to  the  last  mail  pickup,  overnight  within  local  areas, 
within  2  days  within  a  600-mile  radius,  and  within  3  days  everywhere 
else. 

The  laudable  intention  to  cut  costs  and  increase  productivity  also 
was  behind  the  institution  of  the  National  Bulk  Mail  System,  ap- 
proved on  March  11, 1971,  and  built  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $1  bil- 
lion. Savings,  originallv  estimated  at  about  $300  million  annually  in 
1970,  have  been  scaled  back  and  the  new  bulk  mail  centers  have  en- 
countered significant  mechanical  difficulties  in  their  early  months  of 
operation.  The  future  of  the  svstem  remains,  in  the  committee's  view, 
rather  uncertain,  in  large  part  because  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  Serv- 
ice's future  share  of  the  parcel  delivery  market,  even  assuming  that 
current  difficulties  are  overcome. 

The  Postal  Service  no  longer  accounts  for  the  majority  of  parcels 
transported  in  the  United  States.  Moreover,  total  mail  volume,  which 
had  been  climbing  at  a  rate  of  3  or  4  percent  per  year  when  the 
Kappel  Commission's  study  was  underway,  has  more  recently  begun 
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to  decline.  Fiscal  year  1974  may  stand  as  the  all-time  high  in  volume 
of  mail. 

Regardless  of  mail  volume,  however,  costs  can  be  expected  to  climb. 
The  Postal  Service  estimates  the  number  of  delivery  points  have 
grown  by  about  14  percent  since  fiscal  year  1971.  They  now  stand  at 
76.2  million.  Major  productivity  improvements  of  the  type  needed  to 
achieve  the  savings  predicted  in  the  late  1960's  and  1970  have  not  mate- 
rialized, though  productivity  as  measured  by  pieces  of  mail  proc- 
essed per  man-year  has  improved  from  120,202  pieces  in  fiscal  year 
1971  to  an  estimated  130,564  in  fiscal  year  1976. 

Higher  postal  rates  have,  then,  apparently  had  an  effect  on  volume. 
So,  too,  has  advancing  communications  technology.  In  the  face  of 
lessening  volume,  hence  less  revenue,  and  rising  costs,  unit  costs  can 
only  rise  and  produce  the  demand  for  ever  higher  rates.  More  severe 
costcutting  measures,  which  mean  service  cuts  as  well,  or  increased 
appropriations  are  the  other  choices  available,  along  with  improve- 
ments in  the  ratesetting  procedure  itself. 

Eatesetting 

Under  the  1970  Act,  postage  rates  are  established  by  the  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Postal  Service,  though  the  Board  acts  upon  the  rec- 
ommended decision  of  an  independent  Postal  Rate  Commission  set  up 
to  adjudicate  Postal  Service  requests  for  rate  increases.  The  most  re- 
cently completed  rate  case,  which  established  the  permanent  rate  of 
10  cents  for  a  1-ounce  first-class  letter  (today's  13-cent  rate  is  still 
temporary)  took  2  years  from  start  to  finish,  during  which  time  the 
inexorable  increase  in  the  cost  of  doing  business  outpaced  revenues. 
Had  the  case  been  decided  6  months  earlier,  thus  permitting  the  pres- 
ent temporary  rate  to  take  effect  in  July  of  1975,  rather  than  Decem- 
ber, the  Service's  fiscal  year  1976  operating  deficit  likely  would  have 
been  wiped  out  and  a  small  surplus  might  have  been  realized. 

The  unexpected  decline  in  mail  volume  raises  the  question  of  at 
what  point  rates  become  unacceptable  or  counterproductive  of  reve- 
nue. If  rate  increases  are  too  steep  and  produce  significant  loss  of  busi- 
ness, they  could  conceivably  result  in  greater  operating  losses.  The 
Postal  Service  itself  has  expressed  serious  concern  about  the  impact 
of  a  new  round  of  increases  on  mailers,  believing  that  many  would 
turn  to  alternative  services.  At  any  rate,  until  the  pending  rate  case 
under  deliberation  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  concluded,  no 
new  increase  can  be  put  into  motion. 

Postal  rates,  at  least  for  first-class  postage,  are  reasonable  today  and 
could  be  further  increased  and  still  be  reasonable.  That,  at  least,  was 
the  conclusion  of  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which  compared  data 
concerning  revenue,  expenses,  and  operations  for  ten  major  foreign 
postal  systems,  as  well  as  the  "true"  cost  of  postage  in  terms  of  how 
long  it  takes  a  typical  worker  to  earn  the  cost  of  a  first-class  stamp 
in  reaching  its  conclusion. 

"But  being  reasonable  and  being  acceptable  are  two  different 
things,"  added  the  testimony,  which  then  cited  the  decline  in  mail 
volume  by  832  million  pieces  in  1975  as  evidence  of  the  growing  inclina- 
tion to  judge  postal  rates  as  unacceptable. 
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SELECTED  COUNTRIES'  ESTIMATED  LETTER  POSTAGE,  JAN.  1,  1976 


Australia  (dollars) 

Belgium  (francs) 

Canada  (dollars) 

France  (francs) 

Japan  (yen) 

Netherlands  (guilders) 

Sweden  (kronas) 

Switzerland  (francs) 

United  Kingdom  (pounds). 
United  States  (dollars)*... 
West  Germany  (marks)... 


Estimated 

letter 

Estimated 

postage  in 

letter 

national 

postage  in 
U.S.  cents 
i 

currency 

0.18 

23.5 

6.50 

17.0 

2.08 

7.8 

.80 

18.4 

s  50. 00 

16.8 

.50 

19.0 

.90 

21.1 

«  .30 

11.2 

.085 

23.5 

5  .13 

13.  0 

.50 

19.5 

1  Using  foreign  exchange  rate  prevailing  on  Aug.  1,  1975. 

2  Wage  negotiations  from  the  postal  strike  which  began  in  October  1975  may  result  in  increased  rates. 

3  Pending  legislative  approval. 

4  Not  including  an  unspecified  rate  increase  projected  for  Jan.  1, 1976. 
*  Effective  date  planned— Dec.  28, 1975. 


Source:  U.S.  Postal  Service. 


Service  Eeductions 


Equally  unacceptable  to  much  of  the  public,  and  thus  to  Members 
of  the  Congress,  is  the  alternative  of  further  cutting  service  to  the 
people.  Major  cost  reductions  could  be  realized,  but  even  so  they  would 
not  produce  the  savings  necessary  to  eliminate  the  need  for  rate  in- 
creases. They  would  not  be  popular,  nor,  in  the  committee's  opinion,  in 
full  compliance  with  the  spirit  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1970. 

A  reduction  in  delivery  services  from  6  days  a  week  to  5  would  result 
in  savings  of  approximately  $350  million.  It  has  been  estimated  by 
the  Comptroller  General  that  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  third-class 
offices  from  12,000  to  6,000  and  the  elimination  of  more  than  6,000 
fourth-class  offices  could  save  approximately  $130  million.  An  added 
$30  million  could  come  from  closing  or  consolidating  2,000  larger  of- 
fices- If  delivery  to  remote  places,  now  generally  made  6  days  a  week, 
were  reduced  uniformly  to  2  days,  savings  of  $400  million  could  be 
realized. 

In  all,  such  practices  might  produce  savings  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$810  million. 

It  is  questionable  if  such  policies,  if  effected,  would  fulfill  the  man- 
date of  Congress,  which  has  directed  the  Postal  Service  to  "provide 
prompt,  reliable,  and  efficient  services  to  patrons  in  all  areas,"  and  to 
"render  postal  services  to  all  communities." 

The  following  table  I,  prepared  by  the  Postal  Service,  shows  the  dif- 
ference between  its  income  and  operating  expenses  for  fiscal  year  1975, 
1976,  the  transition  quarter  and  1977. 

Table  II  is  an  analysis  of  increases  and  decreases  in  Postal  Service 
assets,  liabilities  and  equity  since  1971.  The  source  is  the  GAO. 
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TABLE  1.— POSTAL  SERVICE  OPERATING  STATEMENTS,  FISCAL  YEARS  1972-77 
[Dollar  amounts  in  millions] 

Actual  Estimate 


1972  1973  1974  1975  1976         TQ  i  1977 


Total  revenues $9,417       $9,931      $10,875  $11,657  $12,815  $3,395  $14,317 

(Appropriations) » (1,361)      (1,377)      (1,637)  (1,533)  (1,645)  (419)  (1,712) 

Total  expenses 9,592         9,944       11,313  12,646  14,226  3,820  15,373 

Net  income  (loss) (175)           (13)         (438)  (989)  (1,411)  (425)  (1,056) 

Cumulative  operating  loss 175             188            626  1,615  3,026  3,451  4,507 

1  Transition  quarter. 

3  Operating  appropriations  included  in  total  revenues. 

TABLE  II.— ANALYSIS  OF  INCREASES  AND  DECREASES  IN  ASSETS,  LIABILITIES,  AND  EQUITY  OF  POSTAL  SERVICE 

[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Assets  Increase        Liabilities  Increase  Equity 


Fiscal  year: 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976  (estimate). 

1977  (estimate). 


$3.4  .... 

$1.7  .... 

$1.7 

4.7 

$1.3 

3.2 

$1.5 

1.5 

5.6 

.9 

4.0 

.8 

1.6 

6.8 

1.2 

5.7 

1.7 

1.1 

7.5 

.7 

7.3 

1.6 

.2 

9.9 

2.4 

11.2 

3.9 

(1.3) 

10.7 

.8 

13.5 

2.3 

(2.8) 

Note:  The  Postal  Service  is  in  a  negative  equity  position,  $831,000,000,  at  Dec.  31,  1975.  In  the  private  sector,  an 
excess  of  liabilities  over  assets,  coupled  with  revenues  that  regularly  fail  to  cover  expenses,  strongly  suggest  that  the 
entity  is  bankrupt. 

The  Postal  Service's  equity  is  not  quite  like  that  of  a  corporate  entity  since  about  $1,500,000,000  of  the  Service's  liabil- 
ities are  held  by  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  of  ihe  U.S.  Treasury,  another  Government  entity. 


Major  Provisions  of  the  Bill 


AUTHORIZATION   AND    MORATORIUM 


The  bill  adds  to  the  present  provisions  of  39  U.S.C.  section  2401 
two  additional  subsections.  Proposed  subsections  2401(d)(1)  and 
(d)  (2)  authorize  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  the  sum  of 
$1  billion  in  two  increments  of  $500  million.  The  first  increment  is  to 
be  applied  against  the  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Service  "as  of 
September  30,  1976" ;  the  second  amount  is  similarly  to  be  applied  to 
operating  indebtedness  "as  of  September  30,  1977". 

The  committee  approved  these  authorizations  with  the  understand- 
ing that  the  President  would  request  the  appropriation  of  the  sums 
authorized  by  the  bill,  this  understanding  having  been  achieved  after 
discussions  between  the  chairman  of  the  committee  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  with  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget. 

In  conjunction  with  the  authorization  of  funds,  the  bill  provides 
for  a  moratorium  on  postage  rate  increases  and  service  cuts  during 
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the  period  beginning  on  the  date  on  which  the  first  $500  million  au- 
thorized is  appropriated  and  ending  on  February  15,  1977,  the  day 
on  which  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service,  established  elsewhere  in 
this  bill  and  explained  subsequently  in  this  report,  will  deliver  its 
recommendations  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress. 

Specifically,  the  bill  prohibits  the  Postal  Service  from  having  in 
effect  any  permanent  or  temporary  rate  of  postage  or  fee  for  any 
postal  service  greater  than  the  rates  and  fees  actually  in  effect  on  the 
date  of  enactment.  This  language  does  not  mean  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice may  not  file  a  request  with  the  Postal  Kate  Commission  to  insti- 
tute a  proceeding  for  rate  increases  before  the  expiration  of  the 
moratorium. 

The  bill  also  provides  that,  during  the  moratorium  period,  levels, 
and  types  of  postal  services  may  not  be  instituted  that  are  less  than  the 
levels  and  types  of  services  provided  on  July  1, 1976.  It  is  not  the  com- 
mittee's intention  to  preclude  the  Postal  Service  from  making  such 
minor  adjustments  as  would  occur,  for  instance,  in  the  restructuring  of 
a  letter  carrier  route.  Rather,  the  committee  intends  by  this  provision 
to  prohibit  a  more  substantial  adjustment,  including  a  reduction  in  the 
frequency  of  delivery  services. 

Further,  the  bill  would  prohibit  the  Postal  Service  from  closing, 
during  the  period  of  the  moratorium,  any  post  office  where  35  or  more 
families  regularly  receive  their  mail  and  which  was  providing  service 
on  July  1,  1976.  Additionally,  the  bill  provides  that  before  the  Postal 
Service  under  law  may  close  anv  office,  where  fewer  than  35  families 
are  served,  it  must  obtain  the  written  concurrence  of  at  least  60  percent 
of  all  patrons  18  years  of  age  or  over  who  regularly  receive  their  mail 
from  that  office.  It  is  the  committee's  intention  that  post  office,  con- 
solidations be  governed  by  these  provisions  as  well. 

An  additional  provision  of  the  moratorium  requires  that  the  Postal 
Service  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent  ad- 
dresses (other  than  apartment  building  addresses)  to  which  service 
has  begun  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment.  This  provision  of  the 
moratorium  stems  from  an  administrative  regulation  published  by  the 
Postal  Service  including  the  following : 

1.  No  local  option  is  provided  for  door-to-door  delivery  in  new  resi- 
dential areas. 

2.  In  new  residential  housing  areas,  the  delivery  options  open  to  the 
local  postmaster  are  limited  to  curbline  or  cluster  box,  within  300  feet 
of  the  residence. 

3.  In  new  mobile  home  parks,  the  options  are  curbline,  cluster  box, 
or  delivery  to  the  management  for  future  distribution  by  other  than 
postal  employees. 

4.  The  only  circumstances  under  which  door  delivery  may  continue 
are  in  the  case  of  residences  built  to  fill  in  an  area  already  receiving 
door  delivery,  and  extreme  hardship  cases. 

5.  If  municipal  or  county  ordinances  prohibit  curbline  delivery,  the 
only  options  are  cluster  box  delivery,  general  delivery,  or  no  service. 

The  committee  understands  that  in  many  new  areas,  curbline  struc- 
tures of  any  sort  are  prohibited  by  local  ordinance.  Thus,  under  the 
regulations,  these  areas  will  be  served  only  by  cluster  boxes.  The  mora- 
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torium  provision  on  delivery  standards  does  not  require  that  the 
Postal  Service  roll  back  the  effects  of  its  existing  delivery  policy,  but 
only  that  the  standards  required  shall  be  observed  prospectively  until 
February  15,  1977. 

The  bill  includes  a  broad  new  reporting  requirement  which  makes  it 
incumbent  upon  the  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  appropriations,  in 
the  future  to  present  to  the  Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice and  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  copies  of  its  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds 
are  requested  and  a  comprehensive  statement  which  shall  contain : 

What  the  Postal  Service  is  doing  to  comply  with  the  policy  section 
of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act.  ("The  Postal  Service  shall  provide 
prompt,  reliable,  and  efficient  services  to  patrons  in  all  areas  and  shall 
render  postal  services  to  all  communities.")  ; 

Postal  operations  generally,  data  on  the  speed  and  reliability  of 
service,  volume,  productivity,  trends,  and  the  impact  of  internal  and 
external  factors  on  the  Postal  Service ;  and 

Estimates  of  revenue  requirements. 

The  Postal  Service  also  is  required  to  request  an  opportunity  to 
appear  before  the  legislative  committees  to  respond  to  questions  con- 
cerning its  budget  and  the  required  statement. 

The  bill  specifically  provides  that  the  failure  of  the  President  to 
request  the  appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 2401  of  title  39,  U.S.C.,  shall  not  be  deemed  a  failure  of  appro- 
priations. It  further  provides  that  such  failure  by  the  President  to 
request  the  appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  that 
section  shall  not  relieve  the  Postal  Service  from  the  responsibility  of 
complying  with  the  moratorium  provisions  of  the  bill. 

PARCEL  POST 

Subsection  (j)  of  section  2  provides  that  the  rates  established  for 
zoned-rated  parcels  shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than  the 
rates  for  this  kind  of  mail  would  be  if  the  two  $500  million  appro- 
priations authorized  in  subsection  (d)  were  not  appropriated.  This 
provision  would  apply  to  regular-rate  parcel  post  which  is  carried  in 
the  mails  at  rates  which  vary  according  to  the  distance  between  the 
point  of  entry  and  the  destination.  The  limitation  does  not  apply  to 
the  rates  established  for  fourth-class  zone  rate  catalogues  or  to  educa- 
tional and  library  material  rates  mailed  at  uniform  rates. 

This  provision  is  different  from  the  provisions  of  H.R.  8603  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  Under  the  House  bill,  the 
Postal  Service  would  have  been  prohibited  from  apportioning  the 
current  $920  million  public  service  subsidy  to  all  classes  of  mail  in 
determining  the  revenue  requirement.  This  method  of  apportionment 
has  been  the  policy  of  the  Postal  Service  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act.  The  committee  provision  will  continue 
this  policy  as  to  the  $920  million  public  service  appropriation,  but 
will  prohibit  the  Postal  Servce  from  apportioning  the  new  authorized 
appropriation  of  $500  million  in  a  manner  which  would  result  in  a 
reduction  in  parcel  post  rates  by  more  than  10  percent. 
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POSTAL   RATE    COMMISSION    ORGANIZATION 

Section  3  of  the  bill  has  the  following  provisions : 

1.  Changes  the  future  appointment  of  Commissioners  from 
Presidential  appointment  to  Presidential  nomination  and 
Senate  confirmation. 

2.  Permits  a  Commissioner  to  continue  in  office  until  his 
successor  has  qualified,  but  not  for  more  than  one  year. 

3.  Provides  that  the  Commissioners  shall  elect  by  majority 
vote  a  vice  chairman  to  serve  in  the  absence  of  the  presiden- 
tially  designated  chairman. 

POSTAL  RATE   COMMISSION   ADMINISTRATION 

Section  4  clarifies  the  authority  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  to  be  the  chief  executive  of  the  agency.  Present  law  does 
not  give  the  Chairman  the  authority  to  direct  the  administrative  and 
clerical  business  of  the  Commission,  and  needless  difficulties  have  re- 
sulted because  of  what  was  apparently  an  oversight  in  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act. 

Section  5  changes  the  period  of  time  in  which  the  Commission  can 
consider  a  rate  case.  Under  existing  law  there  is  no  specific  time  limit, 
although  section  3624  permits  administrative  rulings  to  bring  about 
"the  utmost  expedition  consistent  with  procedural  fairness".  Section 
5(a)  amends  section  3624  to  require  the  Commission  to  issue  its  recom- 
mended decision  within  10  months  after  the  submission  of  a  request  by 
the  Postal  Service.  The  new  time  limit  does  not  apply  to  a  mail  classifi- 
cation case.  H.R.  8603  leaves  unchanged  the  provisions  governing  a 
classification  case. 

The  bill  permits  the  Commission  to  extend  the  time  period  beyond 
10  months  in  cases  in  which  the  Postal  Service  "has  unreasonably 
delayed"  consideration  of  a  request  through  a  failure  to  respond  within 
a  reasonable  period  of  time  to  orders  of  the  Commission.  The  Commis- 
sion may  extend  the  10  months  by  1  day  for  each  day  of  delay  by  the 
Postal  Service.  The  10-month  provision  does  not  apply  to  the  current 
rate  case  stemming  from  the  request  of  September  18,  1975,  by  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  which  bears  Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  No. 
R76-1. 

TEMPORARY   CHANGES   IN   RATES   AND   CLASSIFICATIONS 

Section  6  revises  the  authority  for  temporary  changes  in  postal  rates 
and  fees,  and  changes  in  the  mail  classification  schedule. 

Under  39  U.S.C.  3641,  the  Postal  Service  under  existing  law  may 
change  rates  and  fees  on  a  temporary  basis  if  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission does  not  issue  a  recommended  decision  within  90  days  after 
a  request  is  made. 

Under  the  language  of  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Service  would  have 
to  wait  for  a  period  of  10  months  after  making  its  request  to  impose 
temporary  changes.  Since  the  Commission  is  mandated  to  issue  its 
recommended  decision  within  10  months,  it  is  at  least  possible  that 
temporary  rate  authority  would  not  be  utilized. 

Under  current  law,  temporary  changes  may  not  exceed  33  percent 
of  the  existing  permanent  rate.  H.R,  8603  eliminates  the  33  percent 
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maximum,  and  permits  the  Postal  Service  to  increase  temporary  rates 
up  to  the  amount  requested  as  a  permanent  rate.  Such  temporary  rates 
must  be  "in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title.'* 

The  bill  revises  the  duration  of  time  for  temporary  rates  imposed  by 
the  Postal  Service.  Under  current  law,  these  rates  automatically  expire 
30  days  after  the  Commission  issues  its  recommended  decision  to  the 
Governors.  Under  the  proposed  change,  the  temporary  rates  may  con- 
tinue in  effect  for  150  days  following  the  submission  of  the  Commis- 
sion's recommended  decision,  thus  permitting  an  adequate  period 
for  review  of  the  recommendation  and  avoidance  of  changes  in  rates 
resulting  solely  from  a  Governor's  decision  to  return  a  recommended 
decision  for  further  consideration,  or  judicial  review  of  a  recommended 
decision  or  the  action  of  the  Governors. 

The  bill  reiterates  existing  law,  making  no  change  in  the  existing 
provision  that  if  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit  a  clas- 
sification schedule  90  days  after  being  requested  by  the  Governors,  the 
Postal  Service  may  impose  temporary  changes  in  the  mail  classifica- 
tion schedule.  The  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  are 
working  closely  on  the  new  classification  schedule,  which  will  be  phased 
in  for  the  different  classes  over  a  three  or  four-year  period. 

The  bill  exempts  the  present  rate  case  from  the  10-month  require- 
ment and  exempts  the  present  case  from  the  extension  from  30  to  150 
days  for  temporary  rates. 

THE  COMMISSION  OX  POSTAL  SERVICE 

The  bill  establishes  a  Commission  on  Postal  Service,  to  be  composed 
of  10  members  selected  as  follows : 

4  appointed  by  the  President,  one  of  whom  shall  be  Chairman. 
3  appointed  by  the  President  Pro  Tempore  of  the  Senate,  one  of 
whom  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  work  force  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service. 

3  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  one 
of  whom  shall  be  a  representative  of  the  work  force  of  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service, 
The  Postmaaster  General  of  the  United  States  and  the  Chairman  of 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  be  ex-officio  members  of  the  Com- 
mission, but  shall  have  no  vote. 

The  committee  decided  that  three  members  each  would  be  appointed 
by  the  President  Pro  Tempore  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  so  that,  in  addition  to  the  representatives  of  the  Postal  Service 
work  force,  the  President  Pro  Tempore  and  the  Speaker  could  each  ap- 
point a  member  from  both  political  parties. 

The  committee  construes  "a  member  of  the  work  force  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service"  to  be  a  Postal  Service  employee  except  that  such 
empolyee  shall  not  be  a  part  of  management. 

The  bill  charges  the  Commission  with  identifying  and  studying  the 
problems  facing  the  Postal  Service  and  recommending  actions  to  be 
taken  to  resolve  those  problems.  The  Commission  would  not  be  limited 
to  any  subject  areas  for  consideration.  The  bill  requires  that  the  Com- 
mission would  send  to  the  President  and  each  House  of  Congress  a  re- 
port containing  a  detailed  statement  of  its  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions on  or  before  February  15, 1977.  Note  that  this  also  is  the  date  on 
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which  the  moratorium  on  rates  and  service  cuts  established  by  section 
2  expires. 

The  bill  authorizes  necessary  appropriations  to  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  to  pay  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  Commission. 


During  hearings  on  the  bill  and  in  earlier  versions,  the  committee 
considered  directing  the  Commission  to  study  all  aspects  of  the  public- 
service  functions  of  the  Postal  Service,  including  whether  the  current 
public-service  allowance  should  be  increased  or  decreased  and  to  what 
extent  such  functions  should  be  paid  for  out  of  appropriated  funds. 
Folowing  discussions  with  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  how- 
ever, the  mandate  to  the  Commission  was  enlarged  so  that  the  Com- 
mission would  not  be  limited  to  any  subject  areas  for  consideration. 

The  broad  and  nonspecific  mandate  to  the  Commission  to  study 
the  problems  facing  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  presupposes  that  the  Com- 
mission will  conduct  its  study  with  the  understanding  that  the  Com- 
mittee has  not  suggested  any  abrogation  of  the  provisions  of  section 
101  of  title  39  which  provide  in  part  that  "The  U.S.  Postal  Service 
shall  be  operated  as  a  basic  and  fundamental  service  provided  to  the 
people  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  authorized  by  the 
Constitution,  created  by  Act  of  Congress,  and  supported  by  the  people. 
The  Postal  Serice  shall  have  as  its  basic  function  the  obligation  to  pro- 
vide postal  service  to  bring  the  Nation  together  through  the  personal, 
educational,  literary,  and  business  correspondence  of  the  people  .  .  ." 

PROVISIONS    NOT    INCLUDED 

H.R.  8603  and  several  Senate  bills  pending  before  the  committee 
contain  numerous  amendments  to  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of 
1970  that  are  unrelated  to  the  immediate  financial  problems  of  the 
Postal  Service.  For  example,  one  amendment  would  affirm  past  Postal 
Service  grants  of  second  class  mail  privileges  to  catalogs  and  bulle- 
tins published  by  universities  and  colleges  and  to  the  publications  of 
certain  looseleaf  reporting  services.  The  committee's  decision  to  limit 
the  scope  of  its  bill  to  the  financing  of  the  Postal  Service  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  Presidentially  appointed  Commission  to  consider  broad 
public  policy  questions  related  to  the  Postal  Service  precluded  commit- 
tee consideration  of  these  other  measures.  Neither  the  Postal  Service 
nor  any  other  body  should,  however,  interpret  the  absence  of  these 
provisions  from  the  committee  bill  as  an  expression  of  disapproval  by 
the  committee.  The  committee's  action  was  taken  without  prejudice 
to  these  amendments  to  the  act,  and  does  not  indicate  committee  ap- 
proval of  the  administrative  actions  of  the  Postal  Service  to  revoke 
these  permits.  The  committee  proposes  to  consider  them  separately  and 
to  act  upon  them  when  the  committee's  schedule  permits.  Pending  con- 
sideration by  the  committee,  and  at  least  until  the  expiration  of  the 
moratorium  on  February  15,  1977,  it  is  the  committee's  hope  that  the 
Postal  Service  will  defer  any  further  action  with  respect  to  the  revo- 
cation of  second  class  mailing  privileges  for  these  publications. 

Also  included  in  the  bill  considered,  but  not  approved  by  the  com- 
mittee, was  a  provision  that  one  conservation  publication  published  by 
an  agency  of  a  State  which  is  responsible  for  the  management  and 
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conservation  of  the  fish  or  wildlife  resources  of  such  State  shall  be 
considered  a  publication  of  a  qualified  nonprofit  organization  quali- 
fied for  nonprofit  postal  rates.  The  committee  rejected  this  provision 
without  prejudice  and  did  not  take  into  account  the  merits  of  the 
provision  which  may  warrant  future  committee  consideration.  The 
provision  was  excluded  solely  as  being  peripheral  to  the  thrust  of  the 
measure,  which  is  to  enhance  the  fiscal  posture  of  the  Postal  Service. 

Similarly,  prior  to  the  markup  of  H.R.  8603,  committee  members 
were  asked  to  include  in  their  deliberations  a  provision  that  qualified 
nonprofit  organizations  would  be  required  to  pay  postage  on  their 
mailings  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  50  percent  of  the  regular  postage 
rate.  This  provision  was  never  included  in  the  bill  which  the  commit- 
tee considered ;  hence  it  does  not  appear  in  H.R.  8603.  This  omission 
again  reflects  the  fact  that  such  a  provision  is  not  central  to  the  main 
purpose  of  the  bill,  and  its  exclusion  does  not  reflect  upon  its  merits. 

The  committee  also  considered  an  amendment  which  would  have 
provided  larger  size  and  weight  limits  on  parcels  to  be  airlifted  to  the 
Armed  Forces  post  offices  outside  the  48  contiguous  States,  but  did 
not  approve  it. 

Committee  Action 

The  ground  work  for  consideration  of  H.R.  8603  began  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1973,  when  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  un- 
dertook an  investigation  of  the  Postal  Service  pursuant  to  S.  Res.  61 
of  the  93d  Congress.  Its  report  (No.  93-727)  was  filed  in  March  1974. 

S.  2844,  the  text  of  which  has  been  submitted,  as  amended,  for  the 
provisions  of  H.R.  8603,  was  introduced  on  January  19, 1976,  and  hear- 
ings were  held  on  that  bill  on  January  27  and  28,  February  16  and 
20,  March  29,  and  April  19  and  20. 

The  committee  met  in  open  sessions  to  consider  the  legislation  on 
June  9  and  10,  1976,  ordering  the  bill,  as  amended,  to  be  reported 
favorably  to  the  Senate. 

There  were  three  roll-call  votes  taken.  The  first  on  an  amendment 
offered  by  Senator  Bellmon  to  make  the  Postmaster  General  and 
Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  ex-officio  (not  voting)  mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service,  follows:  Yea — Senators 
Randolph,  Burdick,  Hollings,  Leahy,  and  Bellmon.  Nay — Senator 
Fong.  Not  voting — Senators  Moss,  Stevens,  and  McGee. 

The  second  roll-call  vote,  which  was  on  an  amendment  offered  by 
Senator  Hollings  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute.  The  vote  was:  Yea- 
Senators  Randolph  and  Hollings.  Nay — Senators  Burdick,  Moss, 
Fong,  Stevens,  Bellmon,  and  McGee.  Not  voting — Senator  Leahy. 

The  final  roll-call  vote,  on  a  motion  by  Senator  Fong  to  approve 
the  bill  as  amended  and  order  it  reported,  was :  Yea — Senators  Ran- 
dolph, Burdick,  Moss,  Leahy,  Fong,  Stevens,  Bellmon,  and  McGee. 
Nay — Senator  Hollings. 

Sectional  Analysis 

Section  1  provides  a  short  title  for  the  bill,  "The  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  Amendments  of  1976". 

Sections  (d)(1)  and  (2)  authorize  two  appropriations  in  the  amount 
of  $500  million  each  to  be  applied  against  the  accumulated  operating 
indebtedness.  The  first  such  appropriation  would  be  applied  against 
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the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  as  it  exists  at  the  close  of 
fiscal  year  1976,  and  the  second  would  be  applied  against  the  accumu- 
lated operating  indebtedness  as  it  exists  at  the  close  of  fiscal  year  1977. 

Seetion  2  provides  that  during  the  period  from  the  appropriation  of 
the  first  $500  million  authorized  until  February  15,  1977,  the  Postal 
Service  would  not  be  allowed  to  have  in  effect  any  rate  or  fee  increase 
which  exceeds  the  rates  and  fees  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment; 
would  not  be  allowed  to  provide  levels  and  types  of  postal  services  less 
than  those  services  provided  on  July  1,  1976;  would  not  be  allowed  to 
close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more  families  regularly  receive  their 
mail  and  which  was  providing  service  on  July  1,  1976;  or  close  any 
post  office  where  fewer  than  35  families  receive  their  mail  unless  the 
Postal  Service  receives  the  written  consent  of  at  least  60  percent  of 
the  regular  patrons  of  such  office  who  are  at  least  18  years  of  age. 

Section  2  further  provides  that,  during  the  same  moratorium  period, 
the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  deliverv  to 
all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other  than  apartment  building 
addresses)  to  which  service  was  begun  on  or  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

Section  2  requires  the  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  the  authorized 
appropriations,  to  present  to  both  the  Senate  and  House  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committees  and  the  Senate  and  House  Appropria- 
tions Committees  copies  of  the  Postal  Service  budget  for  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  the  funds  are  requested,  as  well  as  a  comprehensive  statement 
containing  information  falling  into  four  categories.  Each  statement 
must  specify,  in  the  first  place,  plans,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the 
Postal  Service  which  are  designed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  policy  section  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970.  Sec- 
ondly, each  statement  must  comment  on  postal  operations  generally 
and  specific  data  on  the  speed  and  reliability  of  service,  volume,  pro- 
ductivity, trends  in  postal  operations,  and  an  analysis  of  the  impact  of 
various  internal  and  external  factors  on  the  Postal  Service.  Third, 
each  statement  must  contain  an  income  statement  for  the  most  recent 
fiscal  year  for  which  information  is  available  and  an  estimated  income 
statement  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are  requested.  Finally, 
each  statement  must  contain  any  other  information  determined  by 
the  committees  to  be  necessary  in  order  to  keep  Congress  fully  in- 
formed concerning  postal  operations,  plans,  and  policies. 

Section  2  further  requires  the  Postal  Service  to  request  an  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  the  Senate  and  House  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committees  to  present  testimony  and  answer  questions  re- 
garding the  aforementioned  budget  and  statement. 

Section  2  specifically  provides  that  the  failure  of  the  President  to 
request  the  appropriation  of  any  of  the  funds  authorized  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  failure  of  appropriations.  It  also  provides  that  the  failure 
of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  auth- 
orized funds  will  not  prevent  the  Postal  Service  from  having  to  com- 
ply with  the  previously  mentioned  moratorium  provisions. 

In  addition,  section  2  limits  the  rates  established  for  zone-rated 
parcels  so  that  they  shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than  such 
rates  would  be  if  the  amounts  authorized  in  subsection  (d),  that  is, 
the  additional  sums  authorized  by  this  bill,  were  not  appropriated. 
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Section  2  revises  section  2003  of  title  39,  U.S.C.,  by  adding  a  subsec- 
tion requiring  any  amounts  appropriated  under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  to  be  expended  only  for  the  specified  purposes. 

Section  3  revises  the  organizational  and  administrative  provisions 
of  section  3601  dealing  with  the  Postal  Kate  Commission. 

Section  3  revises  section  3601(a)  to  change  the  appointment  proc- 
ess of  all  commissioners  from  direct  Presidential  appointment  to 
Presidential  nomination  subject  to  Senate  confirmation. 

Section  3  revises  section  3601(b)  to  provide  that  a  Commissioner 
may  continue  in  office  until  his  successor  has  qualified  to  take  office, 
except  that  any  such  Commissioner  may  not  continue  to  serve  for 
longer  than  one  year  after  the  date  upon  which  his  term  would  other- 
wise expire. 

Section  3  revises  section  3601(d)  to  require  the  election  by  the 
Commission  of  a  vice  chairman  to  serve  in  the  absence  of  the  Chair- 
man. This  procedure  is  the  existing  practice. 

Section  3(b)  provides  that  the  requirement  for  nomination  and  con- 
firmation by  the  Senate  shall  not  apply  to  a  current  Postal  Rate  Com- 
missioner, except  that  the  provision  would  apply  to  such  appoint- 
ment occurring  after  the  date  of  enactment. 

Section  4  revises  section  3604  to  title  39  to  clarify  the  authority  of 
the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  to  act  as  the  chief  executive  of  the 
agency.  Specifically,  section  4  vests  clear  authority  in  the  Chairman 
to  administer  the  appointment  and  supervision  of  personnel,  to  direct 
the  business  of  the  Commission,  and  to  direct  the  use  and  expenditure 
of  funds. 

Section  5  revises  section  3624  to  create  a  10-month  time  limit  within 
which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  must  issue  a  recommended  decision 
following  the  submission  of  a  request  by  the  Postal  Service  in  a  rate 
case.  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  would  be  allowed  to  extend  the  10- 
month  period  on  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service  "has  unreason- 
ably delayed  consideration  of  a  request  made  by  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission"  to  respond  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission.  This 
new  time  limit  does  not  apply  to  mail  classification  cases,  nor  would 
it  apply  to  the  third  rate  case,  bearing  Docket  No.  R76-1. 

Section  6  revises  section  3641  of  title  39  regarding  the  authority  of 
the  Postal  Service  to  impose  temporary  changes  in  rates,  fees,  and  the 
mail  classification  schedule. 

With  respect  to  rates  and  fees,  section  6  requires  the  Postal  Service 
to  wait  a  period  of  10  months  instead  of  90  days  as  provided  by 
existing  law  after  a  rate  request  is  filed  before  imposing  temporary 
rates.  Thus,  temporary  rates  would  only  be  imposed  by  the  Postal 
Service  in  those  cases  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  takes 
longer  than  10  months  to  issue  a  recommended  decision. 

Temporary  rates  may  not  exceed  the  permanent  rate  proposal  sub- 
mitted by  the  Postal  Service  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  nor  may 
the  temporary  rates  exceed  the  amounts  necessary,  when  combined  with 
all  other  available  funds,  which  will  equal  the  total  estimated  costs  of 
the  Postal  Service. 

Section  6  revises  the  duration  of  time  for  temporary  rates  imposed 
by  the  Postal  Service.  Under  current  law,  these  rates  automatically 
expire  30  days  after  the  Commission  issues  its  recommended  decision 
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to  the  Governors.  Under  the  proposed  change,  the  temporary  rates  may 
continue  in  effect  for  150  days  following  the  submission  of  the  Com- 
mission's recommended  decision,  thus  permitting  an  adequate  period 
for  review  of  the  recommendation  and  avoidance  of  changes  in  rates 
resulting  solely  from  a  Governor's  decision  to  return  a  recommended 
decision  for  further  consideration,  or  judicial  review  of  a  recom- 
mended decision  or  the  action  of  the  Governors. 

No  change  is  made  in  existing  law  providing  that  temporary 
changes  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  may  be  imposed  by  the 
Postal  Service  if  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit  a  mail 
classification  schedule  90  days  after  a  request  by  the  Postal  Service. 

Section  6(b)  exempts  the  third  rate  case,  bearing  Docket  No.  R76-1, 
from  the  10-month  requirement  and  provides  that  the  third  rate  case 
is  to  be  controlled  by  current  law. 

Section  7  creates  a  Commission  on  Postal  Service  consisting  of  12 
members. 

Four  of  the  members  would  be  appointed  by  the  President,  one  of 
whom  could  be  the  chairman.  Three  of  the  members  would  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  Pro  Tempore  of  the  Senate,  one  of  whom 
must  be  a  member  of  the  work  force  of  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice. Three  of  the  members  would  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  one  of  whom  must  also  be  a  member  of  the 
work  force  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service.  The  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral and  the  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  would  be  ex- 
officio,  nonvoting  members  of  the  Commission. 

The  function  of  the  Commission  would  be  to  identify  and  study, 
without  limitation  as  to  such  areas  of  inquiry,  the  problems  facing  the 
Postal  Service. 

The  Commission  is  required,  on  or  before  February  15, 1977,  to  sub- 
mit to  the  President  and  each  House  of  Congress  a  detailed  statement 
of  its  findings  and  recommendations,  together  with  any  individual 
views. 

Section  7  provides  that  members  of  the  Commission,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  those  members  who  are  full  time  officers  or  employees  of  the 
U.S.  Government,  would  receive  compensation  for  their  services  equal 
to  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for 
GS-18  for  each  day  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual  per- 
formance of  their  duties  as  Commission  members. 

Section  7  also  provides  that  Commission  members  in  travel  status 
would  be  allowed  travel  expenses  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsist- 
ence in  the  same  manner  as  persons  intermittently  employed  are  al- 
lowed expenses  under  5  U.S.C.  5703. 

Section  7  provides  that  the  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the 
compensation  of  personnel  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5, 
governing  appointments  in  the  competitive  service.  Such  personnel 
would  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and  sub- 
chapter III  of  chapter  53  of  such  title  relating  to  classification  and 
General  Schedule  pay  rates,  but  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum 
rate  authorized  by  the  General  Schedule.  The  Commission  would  be 
authorized  to  procure  the  services  of  experts  and  consultants  but  at 
rates  for  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual 
rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by  the 
General  Schedule. 
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Finally,  section  7  authorizes  the  appropriation  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice Fund  of  sums  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  section. 

Section  8  of  the  bill  makes  a  technical  amendment  to  section  3623  (b) 
oftitle39,U.S.C. 

Costs 

H.R.  8603,  as  amended,  specifically  authorizes  appropriations  total- 
ing $1  billion,  and  other  appropriations  required  to  pay  the  expenses 
of  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
estimated  the  cost  of  the  Commission  under  an  earlier  provision  at 
$1.1  million  for  fiscal  year  1977.  Since,  under  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
8603,  as  amended,  the  Commission  would  report  its  recommendations 
by  February  15,  1977,  the  Commission's  expenses  should  be  less  than 
$1  million  on  this  basis. 

By  contrast,  C.B.O.,  in  its  analyses  of  H.R.  8603  as  it  was  referred 
to  the  Committee.  S.  2844  as  it  was  introduced,  and  S.  718  determined 
the  fiscal  year  1977  net  cost  of  each  to  be  approximately  $1.3  billion. 
Further  costs,  beyond  fiscal  year  1977,  are  presented  in  the  analyses 
which  follow. 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  in  reporting  H.R. 
8603.  as  amended,  also  has  reported  a  resolution  for  waiver  from  the 
provisions  of  section  402(a)  of  the  Budget  Act  of  1974  with  the  under- 
standing that  the  failure  of  the  Committee  of  Conference  on  the  First 
Concurrent  Resolution  on  the  Budget  to  specifically  provide  for  the 
authorization  proposed  by  the  bill  did  not  prejudice  its  consideration 
by  the  Senate. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  analyses  of  various  Postal  Service 
bills,  as  they  were  originally  presented  to  the  Committee  for  considera- 
tion, follows : 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Washington,  B.C.,  April  13,  1976. 
Hon.  Gale  McGee. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
U.S.  Senate.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Pursuant  to  Section  403  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  prepared  the 
attached  cost  estimate  for  S.  2844,  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976. 

Should  the  Committee  so  desire,  we  would  be  pleased  to  provide 
further  details  on  the  attached  cost  estimate. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  A.  Levine, 

Deputy  Director. 

Congressional  Budget  Office 

cost  estimate,  april  13,  197  6 

1.  Bill  Xo. :  S.  2844. 

2.  Bill  title :  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976. 

3.  Purpose  of  the  bill : 
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General.— The  bill:  (1)  amends  Title  39,  U.S.  Code;  (2)  provides 
for  changes  in  the  organization,  financing,  and  operation  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service;  (3)  authorizes  increased  appropriations;  (4) 
makes  changes  in  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  and  the  ratemaking 
process;  and  (5)  establishes  a  2-year  Commission  on  Postal  Service. 

Specific. — Section  2(a)  provides  new  authorization  for  fiscal  years 
1977, 1978,  and  1979.  The  amount  of  the  appropriation  may  not  exceed 
10  percent  of  the  total  estimated  operating  expenses  for  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  the  'appropriation  is  requested. 

Section  2(e)  requires  door  or  curb  delivery  to  all  permanent  resi- 
dential addresses  other  than  apartment  buildings  or,  in  cases  where 
local  governments  approve,  cluster  box  delivery  service.  This  section 
also  requires  door  delivery  in  cases  where  the  local  government  adopts 
zoning  ordinances  which,  in  effect,  prohibit  curbline  delivery. 

Section  4  changes  certain  procedures  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion and  the  ratemaking  process  by  increasing  the  power  of  the  Chair- 
man and  by  giving  the  Commission  budget  autonomy. 

Section  6  relaxes  the  restrictions  on  the  amount  of  temporary  rate 
increases  and  establishes  a  two-year  Commission  on  Postal  Service  to 
study  and  report  on  public  service  functions  of  the  Postal  Service, 
rates,  costs,  and  other  issues  pertaining  to  postal  operations. 

4.  Cost  estimate : 

[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year— 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Section  2(a)1 

1.300 

1.600 
.040 
.001 

1.700 

Section  2(e) 

.020 

.060 

Section  6 

.001 

Total  2 __. 

1.300 

1.600 

1.700 

1  Section  2(a)  cost  incorporates  the  additional  costs  incurred  by  sections  2(e)  and  6.  See  "Basis  for  Estimate."  Section 
2(a)  cost  is  based  upon  a  first-class  stamp  cost  of  14  cents  in  fiscal  year  1977.  This  level  is  selected  to  facilitate  comparison 
with  other  Postal  Service  bills. 

2  This  total  would  be  in  addition  to  projected  appropriation  level. 

5.  Basis  for  estimate : 

Section  2(a). — S.  2844  limits  the  level  of  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1977  through  1979  to  10  percent  of  the  Postal  Service's  operating 
expenses  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  appropriations  are  requested. 
Appropriations  authorized  by  the  bill  may  be  used  for  such  purposes 
as  Congress  deems  appropriate.  Therefore,  in  order  to  estimate  the 
possible  budgetary  impact  of  the  legislation,  it  was  necessary  to  project 
various  situations  under  which  Congress  might  appropriate  funds  to 
the  Postal  Service.  The  situations  selected  use  the  funds  to  (1)  pay  off 
the  accumulated  operating  deficit,  (2)  hold  down  future  postage  rate 
increases,  and  (3)  pay  for  new  expenses  incurred  as  a  result  of  this 
legislation. 

The  cost  estimates  show  different  rate  schedules  for  first  class  post- 
age. (It  is  assumed  that  other  rates  will  increase  at  the  same  rate  as 
first  class  rates.)  The  estimates  also  assume  that  the  accumulated  defi- 
cit, which  will  be  $3.4  billion  at  the  end  of  the  transition  quarter,  will 
be  paid  off  over  five  years.  The  5-year  period  was  used  to  facilitate 
comparison  with  other  postal  bills. 
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The  maximum  budget  impact  under  this  bill  would  be  $1.5  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1977,  $1.6  billion  in  fiscal  year  1978,  and  $1.7  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1979.  These  figures  represent  10  percent  of  the  projected  Postal 
Service  expenses  for  the  next  3  fiscal  years. 

BUDGET  AUTHORITY  LEVELS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  S.  2844 
(In  billions  of  dollars  and  fiscal  years) 


Accumulated 

Cost  of 

deficit  at 

Additional 

lst-class 

end  of 

budget 

stamp  (cents) 

fiscal  year 

impact 

Level  1— This  indicates  the  level  of  appropriation  necessary  to  hold 

the  lst-class  rate  to  a  l£/yr  increase  over  the  next  3  yr: 

1977 

14 

2.7 

1.3 

1978 

15 

2.0 

1.6 

1979 

16 

1.4 

U.7 

Level  II— This  indicates  a  level  of  appropriation  which  would  re- 

cover the  accumulated  deficit  over  the  next  5  yr.  This  stamp 

schedule  does  not  allow  revenues  to  cover  expenses: 

1977 

16 

2.7 

.7 

1978.. 

16 

2.0 

.7 

1979 

18 

1.3 

.8 

«  Under  S.  2844,  only  10  percent  or  $1,700,000,000  may  be  appropriated. 

Section  2(e) . — Approximately  11.2  million  households  are  currently 
receiving  curbline  service.  If  this  bill  was  enacted,  these  people  would 
have  to  be  provided  with  door  delivery  service,  if  local  ordinances  so 
ordered.  It  costs  the  Postal  Service  $49  per  household  a  year  to  provide 
door  delivery  service  and  $39  per  household  to  provide  curb  service. 
If  the  Postal  Service  was  forced  to  change  from  curb  to  door  delivery, 
it  would  cost  an  additional  $112  million  a  year,  with  an  additional  $8 
million  to  service  new  addresses.  This  would  be  a  gradual  cost  increase 
over  the  five  years  and  probably  would  not  affect  more  than  half  of 
the  12  million  households,  at  most.  The  additional  cost  would  be  $20 
million  in  fiscal  year  1977,  $40  million  in  fiscal  year  1978,  $60  million 
in  fiscal  year  1979,  $60  million  in  fiscal  year  1980,  and  $60  million  in 
fiscal  year  1981. 

Section  6. — It  is  assumed  that  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service 
would  be  small  with  the  five  members,  five  assistants  and  five  support 
staff.  It  is  also  assumed  that  the  support  services  will  be  contracted 
out  to  the  General  Services  Administration.  The  outside  contract  costs 
for  consultants  will  be  kept  under  $500,000,  as  the  Commission  will  do 
almost  all  of  the  work  designated  to  it  by  Congress.  The  total  cost  of 
the  Commission  would  be  $1.1  million  in  fiscal  year  1977  and  $1.2  mil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1978. 

6.  Estimate  comparison :  Xot  Applicable. 

7.  Previous  CBO  estimate : 

CBO  CURRENT  POLICY  POSTAL  PROJECTIONS  « 


Fiscal  year- 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Cost  of  lst-class  stamp  (cents) 

Accumulated  deficit  (billions).. 

17 
$2.9 
$1.7 

17 
$2.6 
$1.6 

19 
$1.8 
$1.5 

19 

$1.9 
$1.3 

21 

$1.5 

Projected  appropriation  (billions) 

$1.2 

CBO  Mar.  15, 1976,  Annual  Report 
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These  projections  are  based  upon  setting  rates  to  meet  operating 
expenses  and  to  pay  off  the  accumulated  deficit  by  1984,  assuming 
appropriations  remain  at  the  levels  provided  under  current  law. 

8.  Estimate  prepared  by :  Jack  Garrity  and  Ed  Chase. 

9.  Estimate  approved  by :  James  L.  Blum,  Assistant  Director  for 
Budget  Analysis. 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  13,  1976. 
Hon.  Gale  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Pursuant  to  Section  403  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  prepared  the 
attached  cost  estimate  for  H.R.  8603,  Postal  Keorganization  Act 
Amendments  of  1975. 

Should  the  Committee  so  desire,  we  would  be  pleased  to  provide  fur- 
ther details  on  the  attached  cost  estimate. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  A.  Levine, 

Deputy  Director. 

Congressional  Budget  Office 

cost  estimate,  april  13,  1976 

1.  Bill  No. :  H.R.  8603. 

2.  Bill  title :  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1975. 

3.  Purpose  of  the  bill : 

General. — This  bill  amends  title  39,  U.S.  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
organization,  financing  and  operation  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  The  bill  gives  authorization 
for  additional  appropriations  to  the  Postal  Service  to  provide  a  maxi- 
mum degree  of  effective  and  regular  postal  services  throughout  the 
nation.  This  bill  brings  the  Postal  Service  back  on  the  budget. 

Specific. — Section  2(a)  changes  the  method  of  financing  postal  oper- 
ations by  requiring  the  deposit  of  postal  revenues  into  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury. Under  the  new  authorization,  Congress  would  appropriate  such 
funds  as  are  necessary  to  enable  the  Postal  Service  to  carry  out  its 
responsibilities.  The  authorization  is  in  addition  to  existing  provisions 
for  appropriations  to  cover  public  service  costs,  revenue  lost  or  fore- 
gone, and  transition  costs.  The  bill  would,  however,  eliminate  the  cur- 
rent formula  for  the  public  service  appropriation  and  replace  it  with 
an  open-ended  authorization. 

Section  2(b)  requires  door  or  curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent 
residential  addresses  other  than  apartment  buildings,  or  in  cases  where 
local  governments  approve,  cluster  box  delivery  service.  The  bill  would 
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require  door  delivery  in  cases  where  the  local  government  adopts  zon- 
ing ordinances  which,  in  effect,  prohibit  curbline  delivery. 

Section  4  changes  certain  procedures  of  the  Postal  Kate  Commission 
and  the  rate-making  process  by  giving  broader  powers  to  the  Chair- 
man, and  setting  a  deadline  for  decisions  on  rate  proceedings.  In  addi- 
tion, the  budget  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  would  be  paid  out  of 
the  U.S.  Treasury,  not  out  of  the  Postal  Fund. 

Section  8  extends  the  waiting  period  for  the  implementation  of 
temporary  rate  increases  and  sets  a  lower  limit  on  the  amount  of  tem- 
porary rate  increases. 

Section  14  establishes  a  Commission  on  Postal  Service  for  a  2-year 
period  to  study  and  report  on  public  service  functions  of  the  Postal 
Service,  rates,  costs  and  other  issues  relating  to  postal  operations. 

4.  Cost  estimate : 


Fisca 

year— 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Sec.  2(a)» 

15.775 

16.755 
.040 
.004 
.001 

17. 736 
.060 
.004 

18. 735 
.060 
.005 

19. 935 

Sec.  2(b).  . 

.020 

.060 

Sec.  4 

Sec.  14 

.004 
.001 

.005 

Total,  budget  impact 

15.800 

16.  800 
1.600 

17. 800 
1.800 

18.  800 
2.500 

20. 000 

Net  Federal  cost2... 

1.300 

2.700 

»See  Basis  for  Estimate:  This  bill  brings  the  Postal  Service  back  on  the  budget.  The  "Total  budget  impact"  does  not 
include  Postal  revenues  deposited  in  the  U.S.  Treasury;  the  "Net  Federal  cost  does  include  these  revenues.  This  level 
was  selected  to  facilitate  comparison  with  other  Postal  Service  bills. 

2  This  "Net  Federal  cost"  would  be  in  addition  to  the  projected  appropriation  level. 

5.  Basis  for  estimate : 

Section  2(a). — H.R.  8603  would  put  the  Postal  Service  back  on 
budget,  therefore  the  cost  estimate  provides  a  column  for  "Budgetary 
Impact"  and  a  column  for  "Net  Cost."  The  "Net  Cost"  is  added  to  help 
in  comparison  with  other  postal  bills.  Appropriations  under  the  bill 
can  be  used  for  such  broad  purposes  as  to  provide  for  an  efficient 
service-oriented  Postal  Service.  The  annual  level  of  appropriations  is 
left  to  be  decided  by  Congress. 

Therefore,  in  order  to  estimate  the  possible  budgetary  impact  of  the 
legislation,  it  was  necessary  to  project  various  situations  under  which 
Congress  might  appropriate  funds  to  the  Postal  Service.  The  situations 
selected  use  the  funds  to:  (1)  pay  off  the  accumulated  operating 
deficit,  (2)  hold  down  future  postal  rate  increases,  and  (3)  pay  for 
new  expenses  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  legislation. 

The  cost  estimates  show  different  rate  schedules  for  first  class  post- 
age. (It  is  assumed  that  other  rates  will  increase  at  the  same  rate  as 
first  class  rates.)  The  estimates  also  assume  that  the  accumulated 
deficit,  which  will  be  $3.4  billion  at  the  end  of  the  transition  quarter, 
will  be  paid  off  over  5  years. 
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BUDGET  AUTHORITY  LEVELS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  H.R.  8603 
[In  billions  of  dollars  and  fiscal  years] 


Cost  of  lst- 

Accumulated 

class  stamo 
(cents) 

deficit  at  end 

Budgetary 

of  fiscal 

year 

impact 

Net  cost 

Level  1— This  indicates  the  level  of  appropriation  neces- 

sary to  hold  the  lst-class  rate  to  a  1-cent-per-year  in- 

crease over  the  next  5  years: 

1977 

14 

2.7 

15.8 

1.3 

1978 

15 

2.0 

16.8 

1.6 

1979 

16 

1.3 

17.8 

1.8 

1980 

17 

.6 

18.8 

2.5 

1981 

18 

20.0 

2.7 

Level  II— This  indicates  a  level  of  appropriation  which 

would  recover  the  accumulated  deficit  over  the  next 

5  years.  This  stamp  schedule  does  not  allow  revenues 

to  cover  expenses: 

1977 

16 

2.7 

15.9 

.7 

1978 

16 

2.0 

16.3 

.7 

1979 

18 

1.3 

17.9 

.8 

1980.... 

20 

.6 

18.6 

.8 

1981 

21 

19.7 

.7 

Level  III— This  indicates  the  level  of  appropriation  neces- 

sary to  maintain  the  lst-class  rate  at  its  present  level 

for  the  next  5  years: 

1977 

13 

2.7 

15.8 

1.6 

1978 

13 

2.0 

16.9 

2.6 

1979 

13 

1.3 

18.0 

3.7 

1980 

13 

.6 

19.0 

4.6 

1981 

13 

20.2 

5.7 

Section  2(b). — Approximately  11.2  million  households  are  cur- 
rently receiving  curbline  service.  If  this  bill  were  to  be  enacted,  these 
households  would  have  to  be  provided  with  door  delivery  service,  if 
local  ordinances  so  ordered.  It  costs  the  Postal  Service  $49  per  house- 
hold per  year  to  provide  door  delivery  service  and  $39  to  provide  curb 
service.  If  the  Postal  Service  was  forced  to  change  from  curb  to  door 
delivery,  it  would  cost  an  additional  $112  million  a  year,  with  an 
additional  $8  million  to  service  new  addresses.  This  would  be  a  gradual 
cost  increase  over  the  five  years  and  probably  would  not  affect  more 
than  half  of  the  12  million  households,  at  the  most.  The  additional 
cost  would  be  $20  million  in  fiscal  year  1977,  $40  million  in  fiscal  year 
1978,  $60  million  in  fiscal  year  1979,  $60  million  in  fiscal  year  1980, 
and  $60  million  fiscal  year  1981. 

Section  4- — This  brings  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  on  budget  as 
a  new  appropriation  separate  from  the  Postal  Service  Fund.  It  has 
been  assumed  that  the  new  appropriation  will  be  the  same  magnitude 
as  the  funding  from  the  Postal  Service  Fund,  and  that  there  is  no 
corresponding  reduction  in  the  appropriation  to  the  Postal  Service 
Fund. 

Section  H-. — This  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  Commission 
will  have  a  total  staff  of  fifteen :  five  members,  five  assistants,  and  five 
support  staff.  It  is  also  assumed  that  the  support  services  will  be  con- 
tracted out  to  the  General  Services  Administration.  The  outside  con- 
tract costs  for  consultants  will  be  kept  under  $500,000,  as  the  Com- 
mission will  do  almost  all  of  the  work  designated  to  it  by  Congress. 
The  total  cost  of  the  Commission  would  be  $1.1  million  in  fiscal  year 
1977  and  $1.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1978. 

6.  Estimate  comparison :  'None. 

7.  Previous  CBO  estimate: 
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CBO  CURRENT  POLICY  POSTAL  PROJECTIONS' 
[Fiscal  years] 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Cost  of  lst-class  stamp  (cents) 

17 
$2.9 
$1.7 

17 
$2.6 
$1.6 

19 
$1.8 
$1.5 

19 
$1.9 
$1.3 

21 

Accumulated  deficit  (billions) 

Projected  appropriation  (billions) 

$1.5 
$1.2 

i  CBO  Mar.  15, 1976,  Annual  Report 

These  projections  are  based  upon  setting  rates  to  meet  operating 
expenses  and  to  pay  off  the  accumulated  deficit  by  1984,  assuming  ap- 
propriations remain  at  the  levels  provided  under  current  law. 

8.  Estimate  prepared  by :  Jack  Garrity  and  Ed  Chase. 

9.  Estimate  approved  by:  James  L.  Blum,  for  Assistant  Director 
for  Budget  Analysis. 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

Congressional  Budget  Office, 
Washington,  B.C.,  April  13, 1976. 
Hon.  Gale  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Pursuant  to  Section  403  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  of  1974,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  prepared  the 
attached  cost  estimate  for  S.  718,  United  States  Postal  Service  Amend- 
ments of  1975. 

Should  the  Committee  so  desire,  we  would  be  pleased  to  provide 
further  details  on  the  attached  cost  estimate. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT  A.  LEVINE, 

Beputy  Birector. 
Congressional  Budget  Office 
cost  estimate,  april  13,  1976 

1.  Bill  No. :  S.  718. 

2.  Bill  title:  United  States  Postal  Service  Amendments  of  1975. 

3.  Purpose  of  bill : 

General. — This  bill  amends  Title  39,  United  States  Code,  with  re- 
spect to  the  organization,  financing  and  operation  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service.  It  would  include  changes  in  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion and  the  rate  making  process.  The  bill  also  authorizes  additional 
appropriations  to  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 

Specific. — Section  2  reorganizes  the  management  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice by  eliminating  the  Board  of  Governors  and  making  certain  changes 
to  the  appointment  and  compensation  procedures  for  postal  officials. 

Section  3  changes  certain  procedures  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion and  the  rate  making  process  by  making  the  Commission  the  final 
authority  on  rate  increases,  extending  the  waiting  period  before  a  tem- 
porary rate  can  be  put  into  effect,  setting  a  lower  limit  on  the  amount 
of  temporary  rate  increases,  and  authorizing  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission.* 
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Section  5a  prohibits  the  borrowing  of  money  for  operating  expenses. 

Section  5c  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  such 
additional  sums  as  may  be  determined  to  be  necessary  for  an  efficient 
service  oriented  postal  service. 

Section  6  requires  that  employee  compensation  be  based  on  compara- 
bility with  the  federal  government  rather  than  the  private  sector. 

4.  Cost  estimate : 

[In  billions  of  dollars  and  fiscal  years] 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Sec.  3c 

0.004 

0.004 
1.600 

0.004 
1.700 

+ 

+ 

0.005 
2.400 

0.005 

Sec.  5c> 

1.300 

2.600 

Total  2 

1.304 

1.604 

1.704 

2.405 

2.605 

1  Sec.  5(c)  cost  is  based  upon  a  lst-class  stamp  cost  of  14  cents  in  fiscal  year  1977.  This  level  was  selected  to  facilitate 
comparison  with  other  Postal  Service  bills.  See  "Basis  for  estimate." 

2  This  total  would  be  in  addition  to  the  projected  appropriation  level. 

5.  Basis  for  estimate : 

Section  3c. — This  section  authorizes  new  appropriations  to  pay  for 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  The  Commission  is  now  funded  by  the 
Postal  Service  Fund  and  the  new  appropriation  would  decrease  the 
Postal  Service's  expenses,  but  would  not  necessarily  decrease  appro- 
priations for  the  Postal  Service  Fund.  It  has  been  assumed  that  the 
new  appropriation  would  be  equal  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
budget  and  there  would  be  no  decrease  to  the  Fund.  The  Commission's 
budget  will  be  $3,725  million  in  fiscal  year  1977,  $4,004  million  in  fiscal 
year  1978,  $4,304  million  in  fiscal  vear  1979,  $4,627  million  in  fiscal 
year  1980,  and  $4,974  million  in  fiscal  year  1981. 

Section  5c. — S.  718  authorizes  such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Postal  Service  for  an  efficient  service-oriented  Postal 
Service.  The  annual  level  of  appropriation  is  left  to  be  decided  by 
Congress. 

Therefore,  in  order  to  estimate  the  possible  budgetary  impact  of  the 
bill,  it  was  necessary  to  project  various  situations  under  which  Con- 
gress might  appropriate  funds  to  the  Postal  Service.  The  situations 
selected  use  the  funds  to:  (1)  pay  off  the  accumulated  operating  deficit, 
and  (2)  hold  down  future  postage  rate  increases. 

The  cost  estimates  show  different  rate  schedules  for  first  class  post- 
age. (It  is  assumed  that  all  rates  will  increase  at  the  same  rate  as  first 
class  rates.)  The  estimates  also  assume  that  the  accumulated  deficit, 
which  will  be  $3.4  billion  at  the  end  of  the  transition  quarter,  will 
be  paid  off  over  5  years. 
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BUDGET  AUTHORITY  LEVELS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  S.  718 
[In  billions  of  dollars  and  fiscal  years] 


Accumulated 

Cost  of  1st  class 

deficit  at  end  of 

Additional 

stamp  (cents) 

fiscal 

year 

budget  impact 

Level  1— This  indicates  the  level  of  appropriation  necessary  to  hold 

the  1st  class  rate  to  a  1  cent  per  year  increase  over  the  next  5 

years: 

1977 

14 

2.7 

1.3 

1978 

15 

2.0 

1.6 

1979 

16 

1.3 

1.7 

1980 

17 

.6 

2.4 

1981 

18 

2.6 

Level  II— This  indicates  a  level  of  appropriation  which  would  re- 

cover the  accumulated  deficit  over  the  next  5  years.  This  stamp 

schedule  does  not  allow  revenues  to  cover  expenses: 

1977 

16 

2.7 

.7 

1978 

16 

2.0 

.7 

1979 

18 

1.3 

.7 

1980 - 

20 

.6 

.7 

1981 

21 

.6 

Level  III— This  indicates  the  level  of  appropriation  necessary  to 

maintain  the  first  class  rate  at  its  present  level  for  the  next  5 

years: 

1977 

13 

2.7 

1.6 

1978 

13 

2.0 

2.6 

1979 

13 

1.3 

3.6 

1980 

13 

.6 

4.5 

1981 

13  . 

5.6 

6.  Estimate  comparison :  None. 

7.  Previous  CBO  estimate : 


CBO  CURRENT  POLICY  POSTAL  PROJECTIONS  i 
[Fiscal  years] 


1977 

1987 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Cost  of  lst-class  stamp  (cents) 

17 
$2.9 
$1.7 

17 

$2.6 
$1.6 

19 
$1.8 
$1.5 

19 
$1.9 
$1.3 

24 

Accumulated  deficit  (billions) 

$1.5 

Projected  appropriations  (billions) 

$1.2 

» CBO  Mar.  15. 1976.  Annual  Report 

These  projections  are  based  upon  setting  rates  to  meet  operating 
expenses  and  to  pay  off  the  accumulated  deficit  by  1984,  assuming 
appropriations  remain  at  the  levels  provided  under  current  law. 

8.  Estimate  prepared  by :  Jack  Garrity  and  Ed  Chase. 

9.  Estimate  approved  by :  James  L.  Blum,  for  Assistant  Director  for 
Budget  Analysis. 
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Postal  Service  Views 

Following  are  the  views  of  the  Postal  Service  on  S.  2844,  the  bill 
considered  by  the  Senate  committee. 

U.S.  Postal  Service, 

Law  Department, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  18, 1976. 
Hon.  Gale  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  further  reponse  to  your  request  for 
the  views  of  the  Postal  Service  on  S.  2844,  uTo  amend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial  matters 
of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
and  for  other  purposes." 

The  Postmaster  General  testified  before  your  Committee  on  this  bill 
on  January  27,  1976.  He  said  the  Postal  Service  favors  what  we  un- 
derstand to  be  the  heart  of  S.  2844,  namely,  the  creation  of  a  commis- 
sion to  study  the  public  service  function  of  the  Postal  Service  and  an 
interim  increase  in  the  public  service  funding  authorization  in  the 
amount  of  10  percent  of  the  estimated  operating  expenses  of  the  Postal 
Service  each  year  for  three  years.  Both  the  danger  of  the  present  deficit 
position  of  the  Postal  Service  and  increasingly  significant  trends  in  the 
development  of  substitutes  for  mail  service  make  these  measures  par- 
ticularly important  at  this  time.  The  Postmaster  General's  testimony 
also  discussed  particular  provisions  of  the  bill  and  promised  that  more 
detailed  comments  on  the  entire  proposal  would  be  provided  in  writing. 
These  detailed  comments  are  provided  below,  section  by  section. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  would  amend  section  2401(b)  of  title  39  by 
striking  out  paragraph  (3)  and  adidng  new  subsections  (d),  (e),  and 
(f).  New  subsection  (d)  would  authorize  appropriations  to  the  Postal 
Service  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  September  30,  1977,  1978, 
and  1979  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  10  percent  of  the  total  estimated 
operating  expenses  of  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
such  appropriations  are  requested.  Subsection  (d)  also  provides  that 
the  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  appropriations  under  this  subsection 
and  subsection  (b),  must  file  with  the  appropriate  congressional  com- 
mittees x  a  detailed  statement  relating  to  (1)  postal  plans,  policies,  and 
procedures  designed  to  comply  with  39  U.S.C.  101,  (2)  the  operations 
of  the  Postal  Service,  including  the  use  of  revenues,  appropriations, 
and  borrowed  funds,  (3)  estimates  as  to  revenue  requirements  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  the  means  to  be  used  in  financing  total  estimated 
costs,  and  (4)  such  other  matters  as  the  congressional  committees  may 
determine  are  needed. 

In  view  of  its  present  financial  crisis,  the  Postal  Service  fully  sup- 
ports an  interim  increase  in  the  public  service  funding  authorization 
of  10%  of  the  estimated  operating  expenses  of  the  Postal  Service.  We 
recognize  that  such  additional  emergency  funding  would  carry  with 
it  an  obligation  to  keep  postal  rates  as  low  as  possible.  Accordingly, 


xThe  "appropriate"  congressional  committees  presumably  would  be  the  Appropriations 
Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  since  such  information  is  to  be  presented  when  re- 
questing apupropriations.  Similar  language  is  contained  in  present  39  U.S.C.  2401(b)(3) 
pursuant  to  which  a  "compliance  statement"  has  been  presented  to  the  two  appropriations 
comjnittees  each  year. 
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the  efforts  of  the  Postal  Service  to  reduce  costs  in  a  responsible  man- 
ner would  continue  despite  the  availability  of  increased  appropriations 
funding. 

We  do  have  a  drafting  suggestion  to  make  in  this  respect.  We  would 
recommend  that  the  Committee  authorize  a  definite  amount  to  be 
appropriated  rather  than  a  "not  to  exceed''  amount.  This  is  the  manner 
in  which  the  existing  public  service  authorization  is  drafted.  More- 
over, postal  rates  must  be  set  on  the  assumption  that  a  specific  sum 
will  be  appropriated,  not  just  a  maximum  amount.  Accordingly,  we 
recommend  the  deletion  of  the  words  "an  amount  not  exceeding"  in 
the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d) . 

Proposed  new  subsection  (e)  would  attach  to  the  public  service 
authorization  a  provision  intended  to  inhibit  the  use  of  curbline  or 
cluster  box  residential  delivery  modes  in  urbanized  areas.  Delivery 
to  the  door  would  be  required  (except  in  the  case  of  apartments) 
wherever  local  zoning  ordinances  prohibit,  for  safety  reasons,  the  main- 
tenance of  any  structure — presumably  such  as  utility  pole^  and 
fences — on  the  property  adjacent  to  the  curbline.  Cluster  box  delivery 
would  be  prohibited  except  where  approved  by  the  local  government. 
However,  under  the  first  sentence  of  proposed  subsection  (e),  these 
restrictions  would  not  apply  if  the  Post  Service  does  not  receive  the 
appropriations  authorized  under  subsections  (b)  and  (d)  of  section 
2401. 

We  oppose  these  restrictions.  If  the  Postal  Service  is  to  make  an 
effort  at  sensible  economies  given  the  long-term  financial  realities  that 
must  be  faced,  the  judicious  use  of  curbside  and  cluster  box  delivery 
modes  is  an  essential  and  a  modest  step  in  that  direction. 

In  addition,  proposed  section  2401(e)  would  create  a  number  of 
problems  of  administration.  It  is  not  clear  that  the  appropriate  unit 
of  local  government  could  be  identified  in  all  cases.  Assuming  the  right 
unit  is  known,  there  are  no  standards  respecting  the  substance,  timing, 
or  term  of  effect  of  the  actions  required  of  that  unit  to  record  its  per- 
mitted decisions.  The  applicability  of  the  whole  provision  also  could 
vary  from  year  to  year  depending  upon  the  availability  of  appropria- 
tions. All  of  these  factors  would  tend  to  make  the  implementation  of 
the  provision  confusing,  inconsistent,  and  episodic. 

In  the  House,  the  provision  in  H.R.  8603  with  respect  to  curbside 
delivery  was  revised  in  response  to  our  view  that  an  unconditional, 
vague,  and  standardless  delegation  of  Federal  decisionmaking  respon- 
sibility to  local  authorities  would  be  of  questionable  constitutionality. 
However,  the  cluster  box  provision,  which  still  suffers  from  the  same 
difficulties,  was  not  revised  in  H.R.  8603,  as  passed  the  House,  and  has 
been  included  in  S.  2844  in  the  same  form.  If  some  provision  of  this 
kind  is  to  be  enacted,  we  believe  that  any  local  authority  over  proposed 
curbside  or  cluster  box  delivery  should  be  governed  by  the  same  or 
similar  standards,  such  as  the  safety  standard  proposed  by  the  last 
sentence  of  the  curbside  delivery  restriction  (proposed  section  2401 
(e)(1)).. 

There  is  also  a  substantial  ambiguity  in  the  phrasing  of  the  first 
sentence  of  proposed  section  2401(e)(1),  which  makes  the  service 
requirement  applicable  only  during  any  fiscal  year  for  which  Congress 
has  appropriated  all  of  the  funds  authorized  under  subsection  (b)  or 
(d)  of  this  section.  To  resolve  the  ambiguity,  in  the  context  of  this  bill, 
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we  would  construe  the  word  "or"  in  its  conjunctive  usage,  meaning  the 
equivalent  of  "and",  rather  than  in  its  disjunctive  usage.  Thus,  the 
obligation  of  the  Postal  Service  to  provide  door  or  curbline  delivery 
apparently  would  cease  if  Congress  failed  to  appropriate  all  of  the 
funds  authorized  under  both  subsections  (b)  and  (d).  It  is  clear  that 
the  two  authorizations  are  intended  to  be  cumulative.  One  would  have 
to  ignore  the  documented  financial  plight  of  the  Postal  Service,  quite 
aside  from  the  effect  of  any  additional  door  or  curbline  delivery  re- 
quirements, to  read  this  bill  as  imposing  new  delivery  burdens  on  the 
Postal  Service  but  providing  no  additional  funds  with  which  to  carry 
them  out.  There  is  additional  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  drafters 
of  the  bill  in  proposed  section  2401(e)  (3),  which  states  that  "the  fail- 
ure of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of  any  of  the  funds 
authorized  *  *  *  may  not  be  deemed  a  failure  of  appropria- 
tions *  *  *."  (emphasis  added).  This  language  clearly  implies  that 
the  failure  of  either  of  the  authorized  appropriations  would  lift  the 
delivery  requirements. 

The  Postal  Service  objects  to  proposed  new  section  2401(f),  which 
would  require  that  the  rates  for  zone-rated  fourth-class  mail  not  be 
more  than  10  percent  less  than  the  rates  would  be  if  the  funds  author- 
ized were  not  appropriated.  Public  service  appropriations  are  justified 
because  the  postal  system  must  provide  universal  service,  even  in  re- 
mote areas.  Parcel  post,  like  other  mail  services,  is  provided  nation- 
wide. Like  other  classes  of  mail,  it  should  be  relieved  of  the  public  serv- 
ice cost  burden  through  appropriations. 

Sections  3  and  4  of  the  bill  propose  certain  amendments  with  respect 
to  the  appointment  and  administration  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 
We  have  no  objection  to  these  proposals,  except  for  proposed  section 
3604(d),  which  would,  among  other  things,  permit  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  to  obtain  whatever  funds  it  desires  from  the  Postal 
Service  Fund.  Under  present  law,  the  Postal  Service  finances  the  Com- 
mission budget,  but  the  Governors  exercise  a  limited  power  of  review 
over  the  total  amount.  We  believe  that  this  system  has  been  fair  and 
reasonable.  We  do  not  understand  how  it  could  be  considered  appro- 
priate to  provide  the  Commission  with  absolutely  unlimited  spending 
authority,  to  be  covered  from  Postal  Service  income.  As  compared  to 
this  proposal,  we  would  prefer  the  House-passed  proposal  to  finance 
the  Commission  through  funds  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of 
the  Treasury. 

Section  5  of  the  bill  proposes  to  introduce  the  requirement  that  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission's  recommended  decisions  be  produced  within 
10  months.  This  is  a  highly  important  amendment  much  deserving  en- 
actment. The  protracted  duration  of  the  23-month  rate  proceeding  con- 
cluded last  August  caused  a  long  period  in  which  costs  increasingly  ex- 
ceeded revenues.  Another  better-than-a-billion  dollar  loss  of  this  kind 
would  be  intolerable.  With  the  progress  that  the  Commission  now  has 
made  in  resolving  basic  conceptual  issues,  we  believe  that  a  10-month 
period  would  be  fair  and  well  within  reason  if  proper  discipline  is 
applied. 

The  provision  includes  a  qualification  under  which  the  Commission 
might  extend  the  10-month  deadline  by  attributing  delays  to  derelic- 
tion by  the  Postal  Service.  We  have  doubts  about  this  provision,  so 
long  as  it  is  tied  to  a  delay  in  temporary  rates,  since  it  would  punish 
not  postal  managers  but  those  who  need  the  services  that  the  .Postal 
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Service  could  be  unable  to  finance  during  a  period  of  protracted  delay. 
At  the  least,  such  a  provision  should  be  modified  to  require  unanimous 
concurrence  by  the  Commissioners. 

Section  6(a)  would  postpone  the  waiting  period  before  the  Postal 
Service  may  impose  temporary  rates  or  classification  changes  for  at 
least  an  additional  17  months  after  the  Postal  Service  submits  pro- 
posed changes.  There  would  be  no  temporary  rate  authority  so  long 
as  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  completes  its  job  of  providing  a  recom- 
mended decision  within  the  required  time  period.  We  strongly  oppose 
this  proposal.  Like  the  General  Accounting  Office  in  testimony  before 
the  Committee,  we  believe  that  it  is  vital  for  the  Postal  Service  to 
retain  the  ability  to  increase  its  revenues  without  substantial  delay 
whenever  it  is  faced  with  rapidly  escalating  costs,  as  has  recently  been 
the  case  and  may  be  again.  The  Postal  Service  simply  cannot  afford 
to  wait  for  10  months  or  longer  for  additional  revenues  if  costs  are 
already  exceeding  revenues  to  the  extent  that  a  proposal  for  per- 
manent increases  is  justified.  Such  statutorily  created  delays  could 
insure  that  the  present  situation,  in  which  deficits  produced  by  rate 
delays  threaten  the  health  of  the  postal  system  unless  emergency  ap- 
propriations are  enacted,  will  be  a  recurring  phenomenon. 

Section  6(a)  also  would  enact  a  new  section  3641(d)  to  extend  the 
term  of  temporary  rate  and  classification  changes,  once  effective,  from 
30  to  not  more  than  150  days  after  the  Commission's  recommended 
decision.  This  proposal  would  not  be  needed  in  its  present  form  if  the 
proposed  repeal  of  the  present  90-day  waiting  period  for  making 
temporary  changes,  despite  our  objection,  is  accepted.  However,  some 
extension  of  the  present  30-day  period  is  necessary  if  the  provision  of 
39  U.S.C.  §  3625  permitting  the  Governors  to  resubmit  a  recommended 
decision  to  the  Commission  for  reconsideration  is  to  have  much  practi- 
cal significance.  At  present,  that  provision  has  limited  utility  because 
then-effective  temporary  changes  would  lapse.  We  recommended  that 
the  proposal  be  amended  to  provide  that  temporary  rates  may  remain 
in  effect  no  longer  than  30  days  after  the  date  the  Commission  trans- 
mits its  initial  recommended  decision,  or  its  recommended  decision 
after  reconsideration,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  Governors. 

In  line  with  the  proposal  to  require  Postal  Rate  Commission  de- 
cisions to  be  completed  within  10  months,  we  recommend  that  39 
U.S.C.  3624(a)  be  amended  to  provide  for  the  Commission  to  develop 
recommended  decisions  with  respect  to  mail  classification  matters 
through  "Notice  and  Comment"  rulemaking  under  section  553  of  title 
5  rather  than  administrative  litigation  under  sections  556  and  557  of 
that  title.  We  believe  that  the  same  change  should  be  made  with  respect 
to  advisory  opinions  on  service  change  determinations  covered  by  39 
U.S.C.  3661.  Of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act's  two  principal  pro- 
cedures, "Notice  and  Comment"  rulemaking  is  the  one  designed  to  en- 
able decisionmakers  to  draw  together  and  reconcile  numerous  threads 
of  a  public  policy  character.  Administration  litigation  (rulemaking 
"on  the  record  after  opportunity  for  an  agency  hearing")  is  the  one 
intended  for  use  in  nroducing  decisions  turning  primarily  upon  prov- 
able facts.  In  our  judgment,  mail  classification  and  service  change 
decisions  are  primarily  of  the  former  character;  postal  rate  decisions, 
which  focus  on  proof  of  measurable  cost  relationships,  are  primarily 
of  the  latter.  Appropriate  amendments  are  appended  to  this  report. 
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Section  7  of  the  bill 2  would  establish  a  two-year  study  commission 
to  investigate  and  propose  legislation  with  respect  to  the  cost  of  public 
service  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service  and  with  respect  to  the  functions 
and  procedures  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  The  Postal  Service  is 
in  favor  of  the  creation  of  such  a  commission.  The  continuing  general 
inflation  of  costs  appears  to  have  invalidated  some  of  the  assumptions 
upon  which  the  public  service  appropriation  provided  in  39  tJ.S.C. 
§  2401(b)  was  based.  Moreover,  developing  electronics  and  computer 
technologies  promise  to  have  a  far-reaching  effect  on  the  nature  and 
utility  of  postal  services  and  the  health  of  postal  finances  in  the  imme- 
diate future.  In  addition,  Postal  Rate  Commission  proceedings  have 
not  kept  pace  with  the  speed  of  events  and  have  been  unduly  costly 
in  time  and  money  for  all  concerned.  Accordingly,  we  believe  that  a 
thorough  review  of  these  matters  by  an  impartial  commission  is 
warranted. 

Sincerely, 

Louis  A.  Cox, 
General  Counsel. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law7 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  as  re- 
ported are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  pro- 
posed is  shown  in  roman;  existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  en- 
closed in  black  brackets ;  new  matter  is  shown  in  italic)  : 

TITLE  39,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

U.S.    POSTAL   SERVICE 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

PART    HI MODERNIZATION    AND    FISCAL    ADMINISTRATION 

CHAPTER  20.— FINANCE 

Sec. 

2001.  Definitions. 

2002.  Capital  of  the  Postal  Service. 

2003.  The  Postal  Service  Fund. 

2004.  Transitional  appropriations. 

2005.  Obligations. 

2006.  Relationship  between  the  Treasury  and  the  Postal  Service. 

2007.  Public  debt  character  of  the  obligations  of  the  Postal  Service. 

2008.  Audit  and  expenditures. 

2009.  Annual  budget. 

2010.  Restrictions  on  agreements. 
******* 

§2003.  The  Postal  Service  Fund. 

(a)  There  is  established  in  the  Tresaury  of  the  United  States  a 
resolving  fund  to  be  called  the  Postal  Service  Fund  which  shall  be 
available  to  the  Postal  Service  without  fiscal-year  limitation  to  carry 
out  the  purposes,  functions,  and  powers  authorized  by  this  title. 


2  There  is  a  technical  error  in  section  7(d)(3).  The  reference  to  "section  5703(b)  of 
title  5''  should  read  "section  5703  of  title  5"  inasmuch  as  that  section  is  no  longer  divided 
into  subsections. 
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(b)  There  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Fund,  subject  to  withdrawal 
by  check  by  the  Postal  Service — 

(1)  revenues  from  postal  and  nonpostal  services  rendered  by 
the  Postal  Service; 

(2)  amounts  received  from  obligations  issued  by  the  Postal 
Service ; 

(3)  amounts  appropriated  for  the  use  of  the  Postal  Service; 

(4)  interest  which  may  be  earned  on  investments  of  the  Fund: 
(  5  )  any  other  receipts  of  the  Postal  Service :  and 

(6)  the  balance  in  the  Post  Office  Department  Fund  established 
under  former  section  220,2  of  title  39  as  of  the  commencement  of 
operations  of  the  Postal  Service. 

(c)  If  the  Postal  Service  determines  that  the  moneys  of  the  Fund 
are  in  excess  of  current  needs,  it  may  request  the  investment  of  such 
amounts  as  it  deems  advisable  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
obligations  of,  or  obligations  guaranteed  by,  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  in  such  other 
obligations  or  securities  as  it  deems  appropriate. 

(d)  With  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury^  the  Postal 
Service  may  deposit  moneys  of  the  Fund  in  any  Federal  Keserve  bank, 
any  depository  for  public  funds,  or  in  such  other  places  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Postal  Service  and  the  Secretary  may  mutually  agree. 

(e)  The  Fund  shall  be  available  for  the  payment  of  all  expenses 
incurred  by  the  Postal  Service  in  carrying  out  its  functions  under  this 
title  and,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  3604  of  this  title,  all 
of  the  expenses  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission.  Neither  the  Fund 
nor  any  of  the  funds  credited  to  it  shall  be  subject  to  apportionment 
under  the  provisions  of  section  665  of  title  31. 

(/•)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section  any 
amounts  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Sen-ice  under  subsection  (d)  of 
section  24-01  of  this  title  and  deposited  into  the  Fund  shall  be  expend'  d 
by  the  Postal  Service  only  for  the  purposes  provided  in  su-ch 
subsection. 


CHAPTER  24.— APPROPRIATIONS  AND  ANNUAL  REPORT 

Sec. 

2401.  Appropriations. 

2402.  Annual  report. 

§  2401.  Appropriations 

(a)  There  are  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  all  revenues 
received  by  the  Postal  Service. 

(b)(1)  As  reimbursement  to  the  Postal  Service  for  public  service 
costs  incurred  by  it  in  providing  a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and 
regular  postal  service  nationwide,  in  communities  where  post  offices 
may  not  be  deemed  self-sustaining,  as  elsewhere,  there  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  the  following  amounts: 

(A)  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1972  through  1979.  an  amount 
equal  to  10  percent  of  the  sum  appropriated  to  the  former  Post 
Office  Department  by  Act  of  Congress  for  its  use  in  fiscal  vear 
1971; 

(B)  for  fiscal  year  1980,  an  amount  equal  to  9  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

78-286   O  -  76  -  2L 
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(C)  for  fiscal  year  1981,  an  amount  equal  to  8  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

(D)  for  fiscal  year  1982,  an  amount  equal  to  7  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

(E)  for  fiscal  year  1983,  an  amount  equal  to  6  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ; 

(F)  for  fiscal  year  1984,  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971 ;  and 

(G)  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  such 
sum  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

(2)  After  fiscal  year  1984,  the  Postal  Service  may  reduce  the  per- 
centage figure  in  paragraph  (1)  (G)  of  this  subsection,  including  a  re- 
duction to  0,  if  the  Postal  Service  finds  that  the  amounts  determined 
under  such  paragraph  are  no  longer  required  to  operate  the  Postal 
Service  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title. 

[(3)  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting  amounts  to  be  appropriated 
under  this  subsection,  shall  present  to  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Congress  a  comprehensive  statement  of  its  compliance  with  the 
public  service  cost  policy  established  under  section  101  (b)  of  this  title.] 

(c)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
each  year  a  sum  determined  by  the  Postal  Service  to  be  equal  to  the 
difference  between  the  revenues  the  Postal  Service  would  have  re- 
ceived if  sections  3217,  3403-3405,  and  3626  of  this  title  and  the  Fed- 
eral Voting  Assistance  Act  of  1955  had  not  been  enacted  and  the  esti- 
mated revenues  to  be  received  on  mail  carried  under  such  sections  and 
Act. 

(d)(1)  There  is  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
$500,000,000  to  he  applied  against  the  amount  of  the  accumulated  op- 
erating indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service  as  of  September  SO,  1976. 

(2)  There  is  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
$500,000,000  to  he  applied  against  the  amount  of  the  accumulated  op- 
erating indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service  as  of  September  SO,  1977. 

(e)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  appropination  of 
the  funds  under  subsection  (d)  (1)  and  ending  on  the  date  on  ivhich 
the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  required  to  transmit  the  final  re- 
port required  under  section  7(f)(1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of  Congress, 
the  Postal  Service  shall  not — 

(1)  have  in  effect  any  permanent  or  temporary  rate  of  postage 
or  fee  for  postal  services  exceeding  the  rates  and  fees  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976; 

(2)  provide  levels  and  types  of  postal  services  which  are  less 
than  the  levels  and  types  of  services  provided  on  July  1,  1976 ; 

(S)  close  anv  post  office  where  35  or  more  families  regularly  re- 
ceive their  mail  and  which  was  providing  service  on  July  1, 1976; 
or 

(4)  close  any  post  office  where  fewer  than  S5  families  receive 
their  mail  and  which  was  providing  service  on  July  1, 1976,  unless 
the  Postal  Service  receives  the  written  consent  of  at  least  60  per- 
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cent  of  the  regular  patrons  of  such  office  who  are  at  least  IS  years 
of  age. 

(/)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  appropriation 
of  the  funds  under  subsection  (d)  (1)  and  ending  on  the  date  on  which 
the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  required  to  transmit  the  final 
report  required  under  section  7(f)  (1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of  Con- 
gress, the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  deliv- 
er to  all  pei^manent  residential  addresses  (other  than  apartment 
building  addresses)  to  which  service  is  begun  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976. 

(g)  In  requesting  amounts  to  be  appropriated  under  this  section, 
the  Postal  Service  shall  present  to  the  Committees  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  and  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  sufficient  copies  of  the  budget  of 
the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are  requested  to 
be  appropriated,  and  a  comprehensive  statement  relating  to  the  follow- 
ing matters: 

(1)  the  plans,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  Postal  Service 
designed  to  comply  with  all  of  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  title; 

(2)  postal  operations  generally,  including  data  on  the  speed 
and  reliability  of  service  provided  for  the  various  classes  of  mail 
and  types  of  mail  service,  mail  volume,  productivity,  trends  in 
postal  operations,  and  analyses  of  the  impact  of  internal  and 
extei^nal  factors  upon  the  Postal  Service; 

(3)  estimates  of  the  total  expenditures  and  obligations  incurred 
or  to  be  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service  for  the  most  recent  fiscal 
year  for  which  information  is  available  and  for  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  funds  are  requested  to  be  appropriated,  and  the  means  by 
which  these  estimated  expenses  will  be  financed;  and 

(4)  such  other  matters  as  the  committees  may  determine  neces- 
sary to  insure  that  the  Congress  is  fully  and  currently  consulted 
and  informed  on  postal  operations,  plans,  and  policies. 

(h)  The  Postal  Service  shall  request  an  opportunity  to  appear  be- 
fore the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  present  testimony  and  respond  to 
to  questions  with  respect  to  such  budget  and  statement.  Upon  receipt 
of  such  request,  each  such  committee  shall  take  such  action  as  it  con- 
siders appropriate  and  shall  advise  the  Postal  Servce  of  such  action. 

(i)  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of 
any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  may  not  be  deemed 
a  failure  of  appropriations.  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request 
the  a p prop riat on  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  not  relieve  the  Postal  Service  from  the  responsibility  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  subsections  (e) .  (/),  and  (g)  of  this  section. 

(j)  The  rates  established  under  cha pater  36  of  this  title  for  zone- 
rated  parcels  formerly  entered  under  former  chapter  07  of  this  tiilt 
shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than  the  rates  for  such  'mail 
would  be  if  the  funds  authorized  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section 
were  not  appropriated. 
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CHAPTER  36.— POSTAL  RATES,  CLASSES,  AND  SERVICES 

SUBCHAPTER  I— POSTAL  RATE  COMMISSION 

Sec. 

3601.  Establishment. 

3602.  Terms  of  office. 

3603.  Rules;  regulations;  procedures. 

3604.  Administration. 

SUBCHAPTER  II— PERMANENT  RATES  AND  CLASSES  OF  MAIL 

3621.  Authority  to  fix  rates  and  classes. 

3622.  Rates  and  fees. 

3623.  Mail  classification. 

3624.  Recommended  decisions  of  Commission. 

3625.  Action  of  the  Governors. 

3626.  Reduced  rates. 

3627.  Adjusting  free  and  reduced  rates. 

3628.  Appellate  review. 

SUBCHAPTER  III— TEMPORARY  RATES  AND  (LASSES 
3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes. 

SUBCHAPTER  IV— POSTAL  SERVICES  AND  COMPLAINTS 

3661.  Postal  services. 

3662.  Rate  and  service  complaints. 

SUBCHAPTER  V— GENERAL 

3681.  Reimbursement. 

3682.  Size  and  weight  limits. 

3683.  Uniform  rates  for  books  ;  films  ;  other  materials. 

3684.  Limitations. 

3685.  Filing  of  information  relating  to  periodical  publications. 

SUBCHAPTER  I— POSTAL  KATE  COMMISSION 

§3601.  Establishment 

[There  is  established  as  an  independent  establishment  of  the  execu- 
tive branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  composed  of  5  Commissioners  appointed  'by  the  President, 
not  more  than  3  of  whom  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  political  party. 
One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as  Chairman  by,  and 
shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  the  pleasure  of,  the  President. 
The  Commissioners  shall  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional 
qualifications  and  may  be  removed  only  in  accordance  with  section  7521 
of  title  5.] 

(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Com  mission,  is  an  huh  pendent  establishment 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  states.  The 
Commission  is  composed  of  5  Commissioners,  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advid  and  emisent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commis- 
sioners shall  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualification* 
and  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  came.  Not  mon  than 
3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  political  party. 

(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the  expiration  of 
his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except  that  a  Commissioner 
may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for  mor<    than.  1  y< ■<//•  after  the  date  upon 

which  his  ti  rm  otJu  noise  would  expin  under  section  3602  of  this  title. 
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{(■)  One  of  tht  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as  Chairman  by, 
and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  th<  pleasure  of.  tJa 
President. 

(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  designate  a  Via 
Chairman  of  the  Commission  The  Vice  Chairman  shall  act  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  fa  thi  abst  nee  of  the  chairman. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)  of  title  SfK  United  States 
Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  not  apply 
with  respt  et  to  any  ( fom  m issioner  of  th  Postal  Rati  ( fom  m  ission  hold- 
ing office  on.  th<  <hit<  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such 
provisions  shall  apply  to  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner 
occurring  after  tin  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

§3603.  Rules;  regulations;  procedures 

The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  promulgate  rules  and  regula- 
tions and  establish  procedures,  subject  to  chapters  5  and  7  of  title  5, 
and  take  any  other  action  they  deem  necessary  and  proper  to  carry 
out  their  functions  and  obligations  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  and  the  people  as  prescribed  under  this  chapter.  Such  rules. 
regulations,  procedures,  and  actions  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  change 
or  supervision  by  the  Postal  Service. 

§  3604.  Administration 

[(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  have  the 
administrative  responsibility  for  assigning  the  business  of  the  Com- 
mission to  the  other  Commissioners  and  to  the  officers  and  employees 
of  the  Commission.  All  final  acts  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  by  a 
vote  of  an  absolute  majority  thereof. 

[(b)  The  Commission  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  supplies,  and 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  officers  and  employees,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry  out  its  functions. 
The  officers  and  employees  so  appointed  (1)  shall  be  paid  at  rates 
of  compensation,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee 
benefits,  established  under  chapter  10  or  1*2  of  this  title,  as  appropri- 
ate, and  (2)  shall  be  responsible  solely  to  the  Commissioners. 

[(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall  periodically  prepare  and  submit 
to  the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commission's  expenses,  including 
but  not  limited  to  expenses  for  facilities,  supplies,  compensation,  and 
employee  benefits.  The  budget  shall  be  considered  approved — 

[(A)   as  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in  accordance 
with  clause  (B)  of  this  paragraph:  or 

[(B)    as  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office,  by  unanimous 
written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount  of  money  requested  in 
the  budget. 
Clause  (B)  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorized  the  Governors  to  ad- 
just any  item  included  within  the  budget. 

[(2)  Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  this  title. 

[(d)  The  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of  this  title 
shall  apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate.] 

(a)  The  Chairman  of  tin  Postal  Rati  Commission  shall  bi  theprin- 
cipal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission.  The  Chairman  shall  exer- 
cist  or-  direct  th*  <  x<  rcise  of  all  the  »  xt  cutive  and  administrative  func- 
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tions  of  the  Commission,  including  functions  of  the  Commission  with 
respect  to  (1)  the  appointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the  Com- 
mission, except  that  the  appointment  of  the  heads  of  major  adminis- 
trative units  under  the  Commission  shall  require  the  approval  of  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  Commission,  (2)  the  supervision  of 
the  personnel  employed  under  the  Commission  and  the  distribution 
of  business  among  them  and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the 
use  and  expenditure  of  funds. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this  section,  the 
Chairman  shall  be  governed  by  the  general  policies  of  the  Corn-mission. 

(c)  The  Chairman  may  .obtain  such  facilities  and  supplies  as  may 
be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  cany  out  its  functions.  Any 
officer  or  employee  appointed  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates 
of  compensation  and  shall  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee 
benefits  established  under  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title,  as 
appropriate. 

(d)(1)  The  Commission  shall  periodically  prepare  and  submit  to 
the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commission's  expenses,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  expenses  for  facilities,  supplies,  compensation,  and 
employee  benefits.  The  budget  shall  be  considered  approved — 

(A)  as  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in  accordance 
with  Subparagraph  (B)  of  this  paragraph;  or 

(B)  as  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office,  by  unanimous 
written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount  of  money  requested  in 
the  budget. 

Subparagraph  (B)  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  the  Governors 
to  adjust  any  item  included  within  the  budget. 

(2)  Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  this  title. 

(e)  The  provisions  of  section  4,10  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall 
apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate. 

&  *  ±  *  *  *  & 

§3623.  Mail  classification 

(a)  Within  2  years  after  the  effective  date  of  this  subchapter,  the 
Postal  Service  shall  request  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  to  make  a 
recommended  decision  on  establishing  a  mail  classification  schedule  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(b)  Following  the  establishment  of  the  mail  classification  schedule 
requested  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  Postal  Service  may 
from  time  to  time  request  that  the  Commission  submit,  or  the  Com- 
mission may  submit  to  the  [Postal  Service]  Governors  on  its  own 
initiative,  a  recommended  decision  on  changes  in  the  mail  classifica- 
tion schedule. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall  make  a  recommended  decision  on  estab- 
lishing or  changing  the  schedule  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  this 
title  and  the  following  factors : 

(1)  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  fair  and  equitable 
classification  system  for  all  mail  ; 

(2)  the  relative  value  to  the  people  of  the  kinds  of  mail  matter 
entered  into  the  postal  system  and  the  desirability  and  justifica- 
tion for  special  classifications  and  services  of  mail ; 

(3)  the  importance  of  providing  classifications  with  extremely 
high  degrees  of  reliability  and  speed  of  delivery ; 
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(4)  the  importance  of  providing  classifications  which  do  not 
require  an  extremely  high  degree  of  reliability  and  speed  of 
delivery ; 

(5)  the  desirability  of  special  classifications  from  the  point 
of  view  of  both  the  user  and  of  the  Postal  Service;  and 

(6)  such  other  factors  as  the  Commission  may  deem  appropriate, 
(d)  The  Postal  Service  shall  maintain  one  or  more  classes  of  mail 

for  the  transmission  of  letters  sealed  against  inspection.  The  rate  for 
each  such  class  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States,  its 
territories,  and  possessions.  One  such  class  shall  provide  for  the  most 
expeditious  handling  and  transportation  afforded  mail  matter  by  the 
Postal  Service.  No  letter  of  such  a  class  of  domestic  origin  shall  be 
opened  except  under  authority  of  a  search  warrant  authorized  by 
law,  or  by  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Postal  Service  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  determining  an  address  at  which  the  letter  can  be  delivered, 
or  pursuant  to  the  authorization  of  the  addressee. 

§3624.  Recommended  decisions  of  Commission 

(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  promptly  consider  a  re- 
quest made  under  section  3622  or  3623  of  this  title,  except  that  the 
Commission  shall  not  recommended  a  decision  until  the  opportunity  for 
a  hearing  on  the  record  under  sections  556  and  557  of  title  5  has  been 
accorded  to  the  Postal  Service,  users  of  the  mails,  and  an  officer  of  the 
Commission  who  shall  be  required  to  represent  the  interests  of  the 
general  public. 

(b)  In  order  to  conduct  its  proceedings  with  utmost  expedition 
consistent  with  procedural  fairness  to  the  parties,  the  Commission  may 
(without  limitation)  adopt  rules  which  provide  for — 

(1)  the  advance  submission  of  written  testimony; 

(2)  the  conduct  of  prehearing  conferences  to  define  issues,  and 
for  other  purposes  to  insure  orderly  and  expeditious  proceedings; 

(3)  discovery  both  from  the  Postal  Service  and  the  parties  to 
the  proceedings ; 

(4)  limitation  of  testimony ;  and 

(5)  the  conduct  of  the  entire  proceedings  off  the  record  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties. 

(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  in 
any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service  makes  a  request  under  section 
3622  of  this  title  for  a.  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission  on 
changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  serv- 
ices the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision  to  the 
Governors  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months 
after  receiving  any  sueh  request  from  the  Postal  Service. 

(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  consideration  of  a  request  made  by 
the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  by  failing  to  respond  within  a 
reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  (Commission,  the  Commis- 
sion may  extend  the  10-month  period  described  in  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  any 
action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recommended  decision  of  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to  pn^oposed  changes  in  rates  of 
postage,  and  in  fees  for  postal  services,  requested  on,  September  18, 
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1975,  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which  bears  or 
which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate  Commission 
Docket  Number  R76-1. 

L(c)1(d)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision 
in  a  rate,  fee,  or  classification  matter  to  the  Governors.  The  recom- 
mended decision  shall  include  a  statement  specifically  responsive  to 
the  criteria  established  under  section  3622  or  3623,  as  the  case  may  be. 

SUBCHAPTER  III— TEMPORARY  RATES  AND  CLASSES 

§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

[(a)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit  to  the  Gover- 
nors within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  submitted,  or  within 
30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  resubmitted,  to  the  Commission  a 
request  for  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or 
in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classification 
schedule  (after  such  schedule  is  established  under  section  3623  of  this 
title), the  Postal  Service,  upon  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register, 
may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees 
for  postal  service,  or  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  it  considers 
appropriate  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title.  Any  temporary 
change  shall  be  effective  for  a  period  ending  not  later  than  30  days 
after  the  Commission  has  transmitted  its  recommended  decision  to 
the  Governors. 

[(b)  If,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders  a  matter  re- 
turned to  the  Commission  for  further  consideration,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, with  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  may  place  into  effect  tempo- 
rary changes  in  rates  of  postage,  in  fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the 
mail  classification  schedule. 

[(c)  A  rate  of  postage  for  a  class  of  mail  or  a  fee  for  a  postal  service 
under  a  temporary  change  under  this  section  may  not  exceed  the  lesser 
of  (1)  the  rate  or  fee  requested  for  such  class  or  service,  or  (2)  a  rate 
or  fee  which  is  more  than  one-third  greater  than  the  permanent  rate 
or  fee  in  effect  for  that  class  or  service  at  the  time  a  permanent  change 
in  the  rate  or  fee  of  such  class  or  service  is  requested  under  section 
3622  of  this  title.] 

(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  fails  to 
transmit  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in 
fees  for  postal  services  to  the  Governors  in  accordance  with  section 
3624(c)  of  this  title,  the  Postal  Service  may  establish  temporary 
changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  in  fees  for  postal  services  in  accord- 
ance with  the  proposed  changes  under  consideration  by  the  Commis- 
sion. Such  temporary  changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the 
Postal  Service  may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes 
may  take  effect  only  after  10  days*  notice  in  the  Federal  Register.  ^ 

(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Postal  Service 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed  such  amount  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  sufficient  revenues  to  assure  that  the  total  estimated  income, 
including  appropriations,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  be  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b),  the  Postal 
Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary  rate  for  a  class  of  mail  or 
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any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  service  which  is  more  than  the  perma- 
nent rate  or  fee  requested  far  such  class  or  postal  service  by  the  Postal 
Service  under  section  3022  of  this  title. 

{(I)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal 
service  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this  section  shall  remain  in 
effect  no  longer  than  ISO  days  after  the  date  on  which,  the  Commission 
transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors  under  section 
3684(d)  of  this  title,  unless  such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by 
the  Governors  before  the  expiration  of  such  period. 

(e)  If  the  Postal  Pate  Commission  does  not  transmit  to  the  Gov- 
ernors within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  submitted,  or  within 
30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  resubmitted,  to  the  Commission  a 
request  for  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classifica- 
tion schedule  Rafter  such  schedule  is  established  under  section  3623  of 
this  title),  the  Postal  Service,  upon  10  days*  'notice  in  the  Federal 
Register,  may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  the  mail  classifi- 
cation schedule  in  accordance  with  proposed  changes  under  considera- 
tion by  the  Commission.  Any  temporary  change  shall  be  effective  for  a 
period  ending  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  Commission  has  trans- 
mitted its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors. 

(/)  //,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders  a  matter  re- 
turn ed  to  the  Commission  for  further  consideration,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, with  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  may  place  into  effect  tem- 
porary changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  fees  for  postal  services,  or  in 
the  mail  classification  schedule. 

(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recommended 
decision  of  the  Postal  Pate  Commission  relating  to  proposed  changes 
in  rates  of  postage  nnel  in  fees  for  postal  services  requested  on  Septem- 
ber 18,  1975,  by  the  T^nited  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which 
bears  or  which  at  ami  time  has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission Docket  Number  R76-1 ' . 

(2)  The  provisions  of  section  36^1  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act.  shall  apply  to  any  temporary  rate  or  fee  estab- 
lished by  the  Postal  Service  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  dated  September  18,  1975,  for  a  recommended  decision, 
bearing  Docket  X umber  R76-1. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  SENATOR 
ERNEST  F.  HOLLINGS 

The  basic  difference  that  I  have  with  the  leadership  over  H.R.  8603 
is  the  leadership's  disowning  of  our  oversight  responsibility  by  passing 
it  to  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission.  We  agree  on  the  $1  billion  that  is 
needed  to  keep  the  Postal  Service  solvent.  We  agree  that  the  Rate  Com- 
mission procedures  should  be  accelerated;  we  agree  that  there  should 
be  a  moratorium  on  arising  rates  and/or  a  cut  in  service  during  the 
period  of  oversight.  But  we  disagree  as  to  who  should  do  the  oversight. 
I  feel  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  has  avoided 
and  evaded  this  responsibility  too  long.  Assigning  the  task  to  a  so- 
called  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  to  report  by  February  15  of  next  year 
is  nothing  more  than  a  political  cop-out.  Rather  than  solving  problems, 
this  creates  an  additional  problem  of  struggling  with  yet  another 
study  report  of  the  Postal  Service.  The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
rendered  no  less  than  138  studies  of  the  Postal  Service — only  two 
requested  by  the  Senate  Post  Office  Committee.  It  was  a  Blue  Ribbon 
Commission  (Kappel  Commission)  that  gave  us  this  mess.  It  is  a  Blue 
Ribbon  Commission  (Board  of  Governors)  that  has  nurtured  it  into 
bankruptcy ;  and  I  cannot  in  conscience  commence  the  task  with  yet 
another  Blue  Ribbon  Commission. 

In  August  1970,  the  Congress  in  abolishing  the  Post  Office  Depart- 
ment made  clear  its  intent  that  the  Postal  Service  be  removed  from 
politics  and  that  it  operate  as  a  private  corporation.  The  public 
appointment  of  a  Board  of  Governors  and  the  $1  billion  public  service 
subsidy  prevented  the  concept  from  being  totally  private.  But  if  there 
were  any  doubt  that  a  private  concept  was  intended.  Congress  removed 
this  by  making  it  a  crime  to  recommend  the  appointment  of  a  post- 
master. Pursuing  this  intent,  the  Postal  Service  for  a  long  period 
forbade  any  contact  by  their  employees  with  Members  of  Congress. 
And  the  general  feeling  on  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  was  that  contact  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum,  that  the  new 
institution  should  be  given  a  chance  without  congressional  interference. 

This  has  resulted  in  the  Postal  Service  operating  with  little  or  no 
congressional  oversight  for  6  years.  In  1971,  there  were  no  oversight 
hearings  with  the  Postmaster  General.  None  in  1972.  But  as  com- 
plaints mounted,  the  committee  commenced  oversight  hearings  in 
March  1973.  After  2  mornings,  these  hearings  were  adjourned  to  lunch- 
eon sessions  with  the  Postmaster  General.  These  proved  fruitless  and 
before  long  were  abandoned.  There  was  a  postal  oversight  hearing  in 
Ogden,  Utah  one  day  in  1974  but  none  that  year  with  the  Postmaster 
General.  There  was  an  oversight  hearing  in  Casper,  Wyo.  on  June  25, 
1975,  but  none  that  year  with  the  Postmaster  General.  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral Bailar  testified  on  S.  2844  which  is  now  H.R.  8603  on  January  27 
and  28,  1976,  but  when  it  became  known  that  the  Senate  Post  Office 
Committee  was  finally  to  have  hearings,  the  committee  was  so  deluged 
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with  postal  problems  waiting  in  lino  To  be  heard  that  the  only  way  to 
finalize  the  work  on  this  bill  was  to  hold  hearings  during  the  April 
recess  when  everyone  was  out  of  town.  So  lark  of  oversight  while  well- 
intended  initially  has  now  after  6  years  become  critical.  Letters  of 
complaint  stream  in.  Extravagance  in  the  top  offices  is  reported.  Re- 
ports of  mismanagement  mount.  Undelivered  and  broken  packages 
pile  high  and  the  cost  of  service  goes  up.  up  while  service  itself  goes 
down,  down.  As  the  Postal  Service  appears  to  be  going  out  of  business. 
United  Parcel  Service,  its  private  competitor,  seems  to  thrive.  Taking 
a  cue  from  this,  many  now  recommend  that  the  express  statute  be  re- 
pealed so  that  first  class  mail  can  be  delivered  by  private  enterprise. 
The  Administration,  while  resisting  profligate  financing  for  New  York 
City,  encourages  the  borrowing  of  more  and  more  millions  each  year 
for  operating  expenses.  As  a  result,  the  Postal  Service  valued  at  $3  bil- 
lion when  it  started  in  1070  is  now  near  bankruptcy.  We  all  agree  that 
an  infusion  of  SI  billion  is  necessary  now.  But  because  of  our  policy 
of  benign  neglect,  no  proposal  can  pass  the  Senate  without  a  recog- 
nition of  the  need  for  oversight.  This  is  the  issue  at  hand. 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  Chairman  and  the 
ranking  minority  member  recommend  that  this  oversight  respon- 
sibility be  palmed  off  on  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission.  But  after  6  years, 
we  should  have  learned  by  now  that  the  public's  demand  for  service 
can  no  longer  be  ignored  by  the  Congress.  Only  the  Congress  as  the 
people's  representatives  can  determine  the  amount  of  public  service 
subsidy.  Only  a  constant  oversight  by  Congress  can  make  the  Service 
sound  and  responsive.  My  hope  was  that  by  now  we  would  be  giving 
out  awards  for  success  rather  than  billions  for  failure.  But  the  only 
way  to  study  these  failures,  the  only  way  to  prevent  them  in  the  future. 
the  only  way  for  a  constant  input  by  the  public  is  to  bring  the  Post- 
master General  back  in  communication  with  the  Congress  and  the 
President  and  for  us  to  resume  budgetary  authorizations.  We  can't 
continue  to  do  as  we  have  been  doing — giving  out  a  billion  a  year — 
without  oversight  and  the  economies  proposed  from  time  to  time  by 
the  Postal  Service  can  only  receive  the  support  of  the  people  when 
sanctioned  by  the  Congress.  This  is  not  to  say  that  the  advances  made 
in  the  past  6  years  should  be  junked  or  politics  resumed.  The  Post- 
master General  should  be  appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed 
by  the  Senate.  But  the  Service  should  be  maintained  as  presently  con- 
stituted rather  than  a  new  Department.  Collective  bargaining  would 
remain,  the  Rate  Commission  procedures  would  be  expedited,  and  Con- 
gress would  stay  out  of  the  business  of  appointing  Postmasters.  While 
the  House  bill  seeks  the  annual  authorization  of  the  postal  budget 
commencing  October  1.  1976.  realistically  this  cannot  be  done  until 
October  1.  1077.  During  the  intervening  period,  a  moratorium  should 
be  declared  on  rate  increases  and  cuts  in  services  unless  Congress  deter- 
mines otherwise.  The  Board  of  Governors  would  be  abolished  and  the 
decisions  of  the  Postmaster  General  would  be  under  Congressional  re 
view.  Many  of  the  present  difficulties  could  have  been  avoided  by  a 
Congress  and  Postmaster  General  working  together. 

Many  say  the  Postmaster  General  is  doing  an  outstanding  job.  that 
he  inherited  a  mess,  that  faulty  decisions  of  his  predecessor,  plus  in- 
flation, plus  the  slowness  of  the  Rate  Commission  are  the  reasons  for 
failure.  Others  say  that  as  part  of  the  previous  postal  administration. 
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he  must  take  the  responsibility  for  his  inheritance.  We  don't  know. 
But  this  involves  a  key  finding  and.  of  course,  it  is  obvious  that  an 
impartial  objective  review  cannot  be  made  with  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral as  one  of  the  investigators.  Nothing  more  emphasizes  the  predis- 
position of  the  Committee  leadership  for  a  partial  review  than  their 
insistence  that  the  Postmaster  General  and  the  head  of  the  Kate  Com- 
mission be  a  part  of  the  reviewing  team. 

It  is  clear  that  the  President  has  failed  to  grasp  the  problem.  The 
President  did  not  provide  any  money  in  his  budget  for  the  Postal 
Service.  He  has  adamantly  maintained  that  the  Postal  Service  can 
borrow  to  take  care  of  its  needs  and  really  doesn't  think  this  bill  is 
necessary.  Trying  to  discuss  the  financial  needs,  the  Postmaster  General 
called  the  White  House  and  then  testified  in  exasperation  on  March  29, 
1976  that  he  had  called  6  times  leaving  word  but  his  calls  were  not 
returned.  Finally,  the  President  and  the  Postmaster  General  made 
contact.  Now  we  are  told  that  the  cement  that  glued  together  the 
agreement  by  the  President  to  go  along  with  S.  2844  (now  H.R.  8603) 
was  the  appointment  of  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission. 

To  me,  this  indicates  a  lack  of  appreciation  for  the  many  problems. 
If  we  stabilize  the  Postal  Service  with  $1  billion  plus  a  moratorium 
on  rates  and  services,  the  President  cannot  object.  If  we  stent  im- 
mediately to  work  on  oversight,  working  with  the  Postmaster  General, 
making  the  necessary  adjustments  and  giving  the  necessary  approvals 
between  now  and  October  1,  1977,  the  President  cannot  object.  To 
insist  that  the  job  be  done  by  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  reporting 
in  February  of  next  year  is  to  insist  that  the  chaos  continue  un- 
attended and  that  all  we  are  interested  in  really  is  getting  past  the 
November  General  Election.  The  House  has  sent  us  a  bill  calling  for 
the  appointment  of  the  Postmaster  General  and  the  resumption  of 
the  authorization  process.  Thev  did  this  after  a  year  and  a  half  of 
hearings  and  a  very  thorough  debate.  Now.  we  are  informed  that  if  no 
bill  passes,  the  only  alternative  is  to  raise  rates  soon  and  terminate 
Saturday  deliveries.  I  cannot  see  the  President  by  an  act  of  veto 
raising  rates  and  terminating  Saturday  deliveries  just  before  Novem- 
ber. And  I  cannot,  see  the  Congress  given  a  clear  mandate  from  the 
people  to  go  to  work  on  the  Postal  Service  finessing  this  until  Febrn-" 
ary  with  a  Blue  Ribbon  Commission. 

Accordingly,  I  will  propose  my  substitute  again  on  the  floor  which 
was  defeated  in  committee  by  a  vote  of  6  to  2  with  one  member  favor- 
ing the  amendment  but  could  not  stay  for  the  vote.  The  7  points  of  my 
proposal  include : 

1.  Annual  authorization. — Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1978  the  Postal 
Service  would  be  required  to  come  before  the  Congress  each  year  for 
authorization  and  appropriation  of  its  total  budget. 

2.  Transitional  subsidy. — There  would  be  a  $1  billion  authorization 
for  fiscal  year  1977  to  prevent  a  disruption  of  postal  operations  while 
Congress  resumes  oversight  and  reviews  the  needs  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

3.  Moratorium,  on  increased  rates  and  decreased  service. — A  mora- 
torium would  be  imposed  on  increasing  rates  and  on  the  closing  of  Post 
Offices  which  serve  35  or  more  families  as  well  as  guaranteeing  door-to- 
door  or  curb  line  delivery.  This  moratorium  would  be  in  effect  until 
fiscal  year  1978  when  the  Congress  begins  the  annual  authorization 
process  for  the  Postal  Service. 
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4.  Presidential  appointment  of  Postmaster  General. — The  Post- 
master General  would  be  appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by 
the  Senate.  The  Postal  Service  requires  positive  attention  and  guidance 
from  as  well  as  accountability  to  the  Executive  Branch. 

5.  Abolish  Board  of  Governors. — The  Board  of  Governors  simply 
has  not  done  the  job.  Also  it  should  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Con- 
gress, publicly  accountable  representatives,  to  guide  and  direct  the 
Postal  Service. 

6.  Expedite  ratemaking. — There  would  be  a  requirement  that  all 
rate  decisions  from  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  be  determined 
within  ten  months.  The  delays  of  the  Commission  have  been  of  major 
significance  in  contributing  to  postal  losses. 

7.  Limit  borroioing  authority. — The  ability  of  the  Postal  Service  to 
borrow  funds  to  offset  operating  expenses  would  be  limited  to  $500 
million  at  any  one  time.  This  provision  will  provide  the  Postal  Service 
with  a  buffer  should  a  cash  flow  problem  arise  during  the  annual  au- 
thorization and  appropriations  process. 

Erxest  F.  Hollixgs. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


August  23,  1976 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1975 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. At  this  time,  under  the  previous 
order,  the  Senate  will  resume  considera- 
tion of  H.R.  8603,  the  unfinished  busi- 
ness, which  the  clerk  will  state  by  title. 

The  second  assistant  legislative  clerk 
read  as  follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organiza- 
tional and  financial  matters  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  Mr.  Larry  Nakatsuka 
of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee staff  be  granted  privilege  of  the 
floor. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  in  the  same 
context,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
privilege  of  the  floor  be  granted  the  fol- 
lowing staff  people  and  committee  mem- 
bers of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee:  Joe  Jacobson  and  Steve 
Merrill. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

*  UP   AMENDMENT    365 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  three  technical  amendments 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be 
agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee) 
proposes  three  technical  amendments,  im- 
printed amendment  No.  365. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

On  page  33,  line  18,  strike  out  "compensa- 
ton"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "compensa- 
tion". 

On  page  33,  line  21,  strike  out  the  colon 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon. 

On  page  34,  line  1,  strike  out  "subpara- 
graph" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Subpara- 
graph". 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  the  amend- 
ments are  considered  en  bloc. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to  en 
bloc. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
take  just  4  or  5  minutes  to  lay  before  the 
Senate  the  pending  legislation  with  a 
brief  statement  in  regard  to  what  it  is  we 
have  here  that  is  being  presented  and 
what  the  conditions  are  that  produced  it, 


because  therein  hangs  the  real  explana- 
tion of  the  business  at  hand  and  our  pro- 
cedures in  coping  with  it. 

Mr.  President,  in  January  of  this  year 
in  a  statement  on  the  Seriate  floor,  I  in- 
vited the  attention  of  Members  to  S.  2844, 
a  bill  which  I  sponsored  as  a  vehicle  for 
restoring  the  fiscal  stability  of  the  Postal 
Service.  After  7  days  of  public  hearings 
during  the  winter  and  spring,  numerous 
discussions  among  members  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committees,  the  Postmaster  General 
and  representatives  of  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget,  S.  2844  evolve 
considerably  in  its  provisions  as  various 
options  have  been  weighed  and  consid- 
ered. 

On  June  11,  1976,  the  committee  ap- 
proved S.  2844  by  a  vote  of  8  to  1  and  or- 
dered favorably  reported  to  the  Senate 
H.R.  8603,  a  House-passed  postal  bill 
amended  to  contain  only  the  language  of 
S.  2844  which  the  committee  agreed  to. 
This  measure,  representing  the  some- 
times diverse  views  of  those  concerned, 
goes  a  long  w'ay  toward  resolving  the  ma- 
jor problems  of  the  Postal  Service;  and  it 
lays  the  groundwork  for  followup  legis- 
lation next  year. 

First,  H.R.  8603,  as  reported  by  the 
committee,  addresses  itself  to  the  imme- 
diate financial  problems  of  the  Postal 
Service. 

Between  1972  and  1975,  the  Postal 
Service  accumulated  a  deficit  of  $1.6  bil- 
lion. The  estimated  deficit  for  fiscal  year 
1976  is  $1.4  billion  and  for  the  transi- 
tional quarter,  $425  million,  making  a  to- 
tal at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1977  of 
$3.4  billion.  The  Postal  Service  estimates 
that  the  deficit  for  fiscal  year  1977  will 
amount  to  another  $1  billion. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  appropriation 
of  $500  million  for  Postal  Service  use  in 
fiscal  year  1977;  and  another  $500  million 
for  its  use  in  fiscal  year  1978. 

As  it  provides  financial  relief  to  the 
Postal  Service,  the  bill  also  gives  the  mail 
user  a  respite  from  increased  postal  rates 
and  service  cuts  which  have  had  an  un- 
settling effect  upon  the  Nation's  commu- 
nication system  during  the  past  several 
months.  Specifically,  beginning  on  the 
date  on  which  the  first  $500  million  au- 
thorized is  actually  appropriated  until 
February  15,  1977,  the  Postal  Service  may 
not  have  in  effect  any  permanent  or  tem- 
porary rate  increases. 

Further,  under  the  bill,  the  Postal 
Service  may  not  provide  levels  and  types 
of  service  less  than  the  levels  and  types 
provided  on  July  1,  1976;  and  it  may  not 
close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more 
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families  regularly  receive  their  mail. 

Finally,  the  bill  provides  that  during 
the  period  of  the  moratorium — from  the 
appropriation  date  until  February  15, 
1977 — the  Postal  Service  will  be  required 
to  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline  de- 
livery to  all  permanent  residential  ad- 
dresses, other  than  apartment  building 
addresses. 

Part  and  parcel  of  the  moratorium  on 
rate  increases  and  service  cuts  is  the  es- 
tablishment by  the  bill  of  a  Commission 
on  Postal  Service,  members  of  which 
would  be  appointed  15  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  to  serve  until  February  15, 
1977.  The  12-member  Commission  would 
be  required  to  identify  and  study  the 
problems  facing  the  Postal  Service  and 
recommend  to  the  President  and  the 
Congress  actions  to  be  taken  to  resolve 
those  problems.  The  Commission  would 
not  be  limited  to  any  particular  subject 
areas,  but  it  is  anticipated  that  rates,  ap- 
propriate service  levels,  modes  of  residen- 
tial delivery,  procedures  for  financing  the 
Postal  Service,  and  means  of  retiring  the 
postal  deficit  would  be  among  the  sub- 
jects reported  upon  by  the  Commission. 

A  further  important  provision  of  the 
bill  is  the  requirement  that  10  months 
must  elapse  between  rate  increases.  Un- 
der current  law,  the  Postal  Service  may 
impose  temporary  rate  increases  if  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  issue  a 
recommended  decision  on  permanent 
rates  within  90  days  after  a  request  is 
made.  Under  H.R.  8603  as  reported  by  the 
committee,  the  Postal  Service  would  be 
required  to  allow  the  elapse  of  10  months 
after  making  its  request  before  it  could 
impose  temporary  rates.  Since  the  Com- 
mission is  mandated  to  issue  its  recom- 
mended decision  within  10  months  by  the 
bill,  it  is  possible  that  temporary  rate 
authority  will  not  be  utilized. 

Thus,  in  addition  to  its  financial  sup- 
port of  the  Postal  Service,  the  bill  also 
offers  substantial  relief  to  the  ordinary 
user  of  the  mails — a  moratorium  until 
February  15,  1977,  on  rate  increases  and 

service  cuts  and  permanent  relief  in  that 
10  months  must  elapse  before  any  rate 
increases  can  be  imposed.  It  is  my  belief 
that  these  benefits  to  the  mail  user  will 
provide  a  stability  to  the  Postal  Service 
which  will  be  further  enhanced  by  the 
substantial  monetary  appropriations  au- 
thorized. 

Mr.  President,  as  committee  hearings 
progressed  this  year  and  as  exploration 
of  an  increased  appropriation  for  the 
Postal  Service  continued,  no  witness  op- 
posed the  additional  appropriation  pro- 
vision, except  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget.  As  committee  consideration 
proceeded,  however,  Senator  Fong  and  I 
kept  open  the  lines  of  communication 
between  the  committee  and  the  OMB. 
After  compromises  on  both  sides,  OMB 


accepts  the  provisions  of  H.R.  8603  as  re- 
ported by  the  committee,  agreeing  to  the 
two  $500  million  authorizations  already 
described,  to  the  moratorium,  and  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Commission  on 
Postal  Service. 

It  is  my  understanding  and  I  believe 
that  of  Senator  Fong  that  if  H.R.  8603 
is  enacted  in  a  form  substantially  sim- 
ilar to  the  provisions  reported  to  the 
Senate  by  the  committee,  the  President 
will  not  veto  the  bill  and  OMB  will  trans- 
mit a  request  to  the  Congress  from  the 
Postal  Service  for  the  funding  author- 
ized. As  part  of  our  negotiations  with 
OMB,  we  included  members  of  the  lead- 
ership of  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  who  have  partici- 
pated In  many  of  our  discussions  with 
OMB.  We  are  aware  of  no  serious  ob- 
jection on  the  part  of  the  House  com- 
mittee leadership  to  the  major  provisions 
of  H.R.  8603  as  it  has  been  amended  by 
the  Senate  committee.  In  short,  Mr. 
President,  the  committee  recommends  to 
the  Senate  a  viable  measure  which  has 
broad  support  in  both  Houses  and  in  the 
executive  branch.  I  urge  Members  to  sup- 
port it  in  its  present  form. 

At  its  inception  in  July  of  1971,  the 
Postal  Service  had  assets  of  $3.4  billion, 
with  a  capitalization  balanced  between 
liabilities  of  $1.7  billion  and  equity  of  $1.7 
billion.  It  will  end  fiscal  year  1977,  in  the 
absence  of  relief,  with  an  accumulated 
deficit  of  approximately  $4.5  billion. 

If  the  Postal  Service  were  truly  a  busi- 
ness, this  parlous  fiscal  condition  would 
spell  almost  certain  bankruptcy.  But  the 
Postal  Service  is  not  a  business.  Although 
it  was  intended  that  the  Service  would 
use  modern  business  methods  in  organiz- 
ing its  activities,  the  Congress,  in  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970, 
specifically  provided  that: 

The  United  States  Postal  Service  shall  be 
operated  as  a  basic  and  fundamental  serv- 
ice provided  to  the  people  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  authorized  by  the 
Constitution,  created  by  Act  of  Congress,  and 
supported  by  the  people. 

Some  of  the  reasons  for  the  fiscal  prob- 
lems of  the  Postal  Service  were  provided 
by  the  Postmaster  General  in  his  testi- 
mony before  the  Committee.  He  said: 

One  major  factor  has  been  a  breakdown  in 
the  ratemaking  process  established  under  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act.  In  September, 
1973,  the  Postal  Service  filed  its  application 
for  a  10-cent  first-class  stamp.  Had  this  rate 
been  approved  in  a  reasonable  time,  we  would 
have  been  able  to  obtain  a  13-cent  first-class 
stamp  when  it  was  needed — in  July,  1975. 
Instead,  we  were  forced  to  wait  for  this 
essential  increase  until  late  December.  Had 
we  been  able  to  obtain  a  13-cent  stamp  last 
July,  we  would  not  have  the  better-than-a- 
billion-dollar  deficit  we  have  already  accrued 
this  year. 

As  I  have  described,  H.R.  8603  as  re- 
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ported  by  the  committee  obviates  this 
problem  by  requiring  that  the  Rate  Com- 
mission make  its  recommended  rate  de- 
cision within  10  months.  In  the  most  re- 
cent rate  case,  the  Commission,  under  the 
able  leadership  of  its  Chairman,  Clyde 
DuPont,  has  demonstrated  the  feasibility 
of  the  new  time  limitation.  The  Commis- 
sion made  its  latest  determination  of  9'2 
months. 

The  Postmaster  General  continued : 
The  increased  cost  of  energy  has  hastened 
the  rise  of  postal  costs.  Our  public  service 
appropriation,  fixed  at  $920  million  per  year, 
has  declined  in  real  value.  Clearly  a  sub- 
stantial factor  in  the  accvimulation  of  the 
deficit  is  a  reduction  in  the  funds  appro- 
priated since  Fiscal  Year  1971.  Total  appro- 
priations to  the  Postal  Service  for  Fiscal  Year 
1975  came  to  about  $1.53  billion,  which  was 
less  than  12  percent  of  the  cost  of  running 
the  postal  system.  In  contrast,  for  the  last 
year  of  the  old  Post  Office  Department,  Fiscal 
Year  1971,  the  Congress  pumped  almost  $2.2 
billion  into  the  postal  system,  which  was  over 
24  percent  of  the  cost  of  running  the  system. 

Postmaster  General  Bailar  said: 
I  suggest  to  you  today  that  any  emergency 
legislation  reported  by  the  Committee  should 
have  two  basic  components — the  creation  of  a 
group  to  study  issues  related  to  postal  service, 
costs,  and  funding,  and  the  authorization  of 
appropriations  to  assure  adequate  postal 
financing  for  the  life  of  the  study  group." 

Essentially,  the  committee  has  followed 
his  recommendation. 

Mr.  President,  in  March  of  1974,  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
published  a  report  on  the  committee's 
investigation  of  the  Postal  Service.  The 
report  was  issued  in  accordance  with 
Senate  Resolution  61,  which  authorized 
an  intensive  investigation  on  the  part  of 
the  committee,  an  investigation  occa- 
sioned chiefly  by  the  breakdown  of  postal 
services  in  the  Christmas  season  of  1972. 
One  of  the  findings  of  the  committee's 
1974  report: 

If  the  postal  system  is  going  to  maintain 
service  at  levels  which  are  compatible  with 
what  the  public  can  reasonably  be  expected 
to  pay,  it  will  probably  be  necessary  for  the 
Congress  to  provide  a  greater  degree  of  sup- 
port through  Treasury  financing  than  was 
envisioned  in  the  original  provisions  of  the 
1970  Act. 

H.R.  8603  as  reported  by  the  commit- 
tee responds  to  that  finding. 

The  Postal  Service  as  currently  or- 
ganized under  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  as  an  independent  Government 
agency  is  in  need  of  no  radical  revisions 
or  reorganizations.  Given  the  breathing 
space  which  this  bill  would  provide,  the 
Postal  Service  under  its  present  organi- 
zation provides  a  sound  structure  on 
which  it  can  continue  to  build.  In  testi- 
mony before  the  committee,  the  General 
Accounting  Office  addressed  itself  to  the 
question  of  whether  the  Congress  should 
"take  back"  the  Postal  Service.  GAO  ex- 


pressed the  hope  that  the  Congress 
would  not  lose  sight  of  the  problems 
plaguing  the  old  Post  Office  Depart- 
ment which  of  course  was  under  close 
congressional  surveillance. 

Then  GAO  cited  the  following  as 
among  those  problems:  A  severe  inabil- 
ity to  obtain  capital  for  needed  improve- 
ments resulting  in  excess  costs  and  serv- 
ice deficiencies;  a  lack  of  incentive  to 
control  operating  costs  when  losses  are 
routinely  covered  by  appropriations;  and 
an  inability  to  take  reasonable  risks  for 
new  products,  in  research,  new  equip- 
ment and  facilities;  and  lack  of  customer 
orientation. 

GAO  continued: 

The  Postal  Reorganization  Act  created  the 
Postal  Service  as  an  independent  agency  In 
an  effort  to  .overcome  these  problems.  As  a 
result,  the  Service: 

Has  been  able  to  obtain  the  capital  needed 
to  upgrade  its  plant  and  equipment, 

Possesses  a  strong  incentive  to  control 
costs  because  of  the  need  to  live  within  its 
own  resources  while  keeping  postage  rate 
increases  to  a  minimum, 

Has  taken  risks  in  offering  new  products 
and  developing  new  equipment,  and 

Does  have  a  decided  desire  to  please  its 
customers1. 

The  Service  has  had  problems,  but  of  a 
different  nature.  In  weighing  the  need  to 
undo  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  because 
of  them,  we  hope  the  Congress  will  consider 
the  advantages  of  the  Service's  present  in- 
dependence. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
pass  H.R.  8603  as  reported. 

Last  winter,  the  Senate  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  began  a  series  of 
extended  hearings  on  the  fiscal  plight  of 
tthe  Postal  Service,  that  plight  being 
simply  that  its  indebtedness  was  steadily 
mounting. 

The  reason  for  the  deficit  in  the  Post 
Office  was  explained  by  the  Postmaster 
General  and  ultimately  verified  by  the 
GAO  in  its  investigation  of  the  problem 
as  deriving  from  two  factors :  One  factor, 
perhaps  the  largest  single  factor,  was  in- 
flation. In  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
of  1970  we  failed  to  make  an  allowance 
for  double  digit  inflation.  The  result  is 
that  the  public  service  formula  was  fixed 
at  an  arbitrary  figure  of  $920  million  in- 
stead of  being  adjusted  to  the  inflation- 
ary factor.  Thus,  the  40  to  45  percent  in- 
flationary factor  at  all  levels  that  swept 
through  the  private  sector  as  well  as  the 
public  sector  had  disastrous  consequences 
for  the  Service. 

The  second  factor  that  seems  to  be 
beyond  doubt  had  to  do  with  the  slow 
rate  of  the  rate  adjustment  process.  Un- 
der the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970 
a  Postal  Rate  Commission  was  set  up  for 
the  first  time  to  accept  requests  for  postal 
rate  changes,  to  hear  the  litigants  dis- 
cuss the  merits  of  those  changes,  or  de- 
merits, whatever  the  case  may  be,  and 
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then  to  make  adjustments.  The  time  it 
took  in  this  new  process,  breaking  new 
ground,  setting  precedents,  was  much 
longer  than  had  been  anticipated  when 
the  Commission  had  been  created.  The 
result  was  that  the  relevance  of  rate  ad- 
justments to  the  very  sharp  increase  in 
cost  of  all  facets  of  the  Postal  Service  was 
lagging  far  behind  the  realities  of  cost 
changes.  Therefore,  those  two  factors  ex- 
plain the  substance  of  the  steadily 
mounting  postal  deficit. 

The  committee's  hearings  were  aimed 
at  adjusting  the  mechanism  by  modern- 
izing the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  up- 
dating it,  and  at  the  same  time  assisting 
in  closing  that  inflationary  gap  of  the 
past  6  years  with  a  direct  appropriation 
that  would  total,  at.  the  time,  about  $3 
billion.  The  proceedings  along  those  lines 
were  open  to  amendment.  There  were 
other  members  of  the  committee  who  had 
constructive  and  thoughtful  amendments 
pending  to  go  further  than  some  en- 
visaged was  required  at  the  time. 

The  roadblock  we  encountered  very 
quickly  was  the  determination  on  the 
part  of  the  White  House  to  oppose  any 
subsidy  allocations  for  the  Postal  Service. 
It  simply  reflects  a  difference  in  philos- 
ophy of  what  the  post  office  system  is  all 
about.  There  are  many  of  us  who  believe 
very  strongly  that  there  is  a  public  serv- 
ice factor  and  a  national  interest  factor. 
There  are  many  post  offices  in  the  United 
States  that  cannot  pay  their  own  way, 
and  it  was  felt  unwise  to  force  others 
who  use  the  post  office  to  carry  the  load 
in  a  direct  way  in  rates.  It  was  felt  it 
was  worth  a  great  deal  to  the  people  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  to  have  a  national 
postal  system,  as  George  Washington 
said  when  it  was  created,  that  would 
serve  as  a  chain  binding  us  all  togther 
in  one  Nation. 

Indeed,  there  is  that  ingredient 
pxesent.  But  there  are  those  still  among 
us,  and  those  at  the  other  end  of  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue,  who  believe  that  the 
Postal  Service  ought  to  be  converted  into 
a  business  and  made  to  pay  its  own  way. 
That  is  the  gap  in  the  operation  of  the 
system. 

We  were  advised  that  if  there  were  to 
be  a  subsidy  bill  passed  closing  the  post 
office  indebtedness  and  increasing  its  sub- 
sidy allowance  for  public  service,  it  would 
encounter  a  veto  at  the  White  House. 

We  examined  this  prospect  very  realis- 
tically in  regard  to  the  committee  itself. 
We  sought  to  measure  the  implications 
in  regard  to  Postal  Service  around  the 
country.  The  Postmaster  General,  for  ex- 
ample, without  the  subsidy  money,  would 
have  to  find  other  funds  to  meet  his  pay- 
rolls and  to  keep  some  kind  of  Postal 
Service  in  operation.  Part  of  that  process 
involved  closing  small  post  offices.  That 
was   impending  by  July   1.  A  few  post 


offices  had  already  been  closed  in  the  late 
spring. 

It  also  involved  consideration  of  cut- 
ting back  postal  services,  the  number  of 
deliveries  a  day,  the  number  of  days  a 
week  that  mail  would  be  delivered  and 
that  sort  of  thing. 

Because  of  the  furor  that  created  in 
the  ranks  of  Members  of  the  Congress, 
we  made  a  basic  decision  in  the  com- 
mittee that  we  had  to  at  least  achieve 
some  kind  of  stability  and  remove  the 
uncertainty  about  what  was  going  to 
happen  to  the  Postal  Service  as  well  as 
to  the  closing  of  post  offices  in  a  year  in 
which  most  Members  had  only  marginal 
time  to  devote  to  the  full  consideration 
of  the  question. 

It  was  then  that  Senator  Fong,  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Post 
Office  Committee,  and  I,  representing 
the  committee,  sought  to  find  some  kind 
of  common  ground  or  formula  by  which 
we  could  keep  the  post  offices  going,  avoid 
new  rate  increases  and  postal  service 
cutbacks  and,  at  the  same  time,  assist 
the  Postal  Service  in  meeting  its  finan- 
cial problems. 

The  upshot  of  that  was  an  agreement 
worked  out  in  the  name  of  the  White 
House  by  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  with  our  colleagues  and  the  lead- 
ership in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
with  the  Postmaster  General,  whose  task 
it  is  to  manage  this  difficult  operation, 
and  with  the  Senate  committee.  What 
was-  put  together  was  the  basic  package 
that  it  represented  in  the  bill  which  is 
the  pending  business  at  the  present  time. 
That  package  is  to  leave  in  the  one  pro- 
posed recommended  change  or  modifi- 
cation in  postal  reorganization  that  all 
sides  involved  agreed  was  a  good  one, 
which  was  to  speed  up  the  Rate  Com- 
mission's procedure  and  confine  it  with- 
in an  interval  of  10  months  for  any  par- 
ticular proceedings.  This,  in  itself,  if  I 
may  inject,  would  have  made  it  possible 
for  the  post  office  to  have  operated  in 
the  black  for  at  least  2  of  the  last  3  years 
had  the  requests  for  rates  that  were  ulti- 
mately granted  been  settled  within  the 
10-month  interval. 

We  think  it  is  an  important  improve- 
ment. Due  to  the  general  unanimity  of 
the  importance  of  speeding  up  that  rate- 
making  process  this  has  been  left  in  the 
pending  legislation  by  agreement  as  a 
basis  of  the  understanding  with  the 
White  House,  with  the  House,  with  the 
Postmaster  General  and  certainly  with 
the  Senate  committee. 

So  the  rest  of  the  agreement,  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, says  that  there  will  be  a  moratori- 
um on  any  new  rate  increases  that  will 
take  effect  otherwise  between  now  and 
February  15,  and  a  moratorium  on  fur- 
ther significant  cutbacks  in  postal  serv- 
ices for  that  same  interval  of  time,  Feb- 
ruary 15,  1977;  that  the  White  House,  in 
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addition,  will  agree  to  the  payment  of 
$1  billion  toward  the  postal  indebtedness 
to  be  paid  out  in  two  increments  of  $500 
million  each  to  represent  a  bona  fide 
attack  on  the  problem  of  the  postal 
deficit. 

Finally,  a  Commission  on  the  Postal 
Service  would  be  appointed  to  examine 
the  public  service  factor,  the  levels  of 
service  factor,  the  rural  post  office  factor, 
all  facets  of  the  post  office  problem,  a 
Commission  that  would  be  made  up  of 
10  appointed  members,  3  by  each  House 
of  Congress,  4  by  the  President,  with  the 
chairman  to  be  designated  among  the 
President's  4,  plus  2  ex  officio  members, 
the  Postmaster  General  and  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  as 
the  ongoing  experts  in  the  functioning 
of  the  Postal  Service  at  the  present  time; 
and  this  Commission  would  be  prepared 
to  take  the  reports  already  made,  which 
are  voluminous,  collate  them,  and  make 
their  recommendations  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Congress  in  these  various 
fields  by  the  15th  of  February  next  win- 
ter, 1977. 

At  that  point,  once  those  recommenda- 
tions are  received,  Congress  would  then 
proceed  to  legislate  its  will  about  any 
restructuring,  redoing,  undoing,  revers- 
ing, or  whatever  it  may  be  in  regard  to 
the  Postal  Service  of  the  United  States. 
To  be  realistic  about  it,  Mr.  President, 
this  means  that  if  the  basic  structure  of 
the  existing  reorganization  plan  in  the' 
postal  system  is  tampered  with  at  this 
time,  we  have  been  made  to  understand 
that  it  will  be  vetoed.  If  it  is  vetoed,  it 
is  the  best  judgment  that  we  can  get  from 
the  leadership  of  both  Houses  that  an 
override  of  that  kind  of  veto  could  not 
be  achieved.  So  what  we  are  facing  is 
accepting  a  compromise  that  we  believe 
to  represent  the  art  of  the  possible,  that 
can  stabilize  and  make  more  steady  the 
uncertainties  in  the  postal  system  dur- 
ing the  remainder  of  this  current  calen- 
dar year  and  6  or  7  weeks  into  the  new 
calendar  year  beginning  next  January. 
The  reason  why  that  is  important  is 
that  we  are  all  caught  up  in  the  throes  of 
the  impending  election.  Congress  is  run- 
ning into  a  very  crowded  agenda,  and 
must  recess  or  adjourn  in  time  for  cam- 
paigning on  the  part  of  many  of  its 
Members,  all  this  cast  against  the  back- 
drop of  a  Presidential  contest  of  signif- 
icant dimensions  which  is  likewise  go- 
ing on  around  us. 

In  the  hope  of  avoiding  the  spasms  of 
panic,  haste,  ill-consideration,  or  insuf- 
ficient consideration,  we  thought  it  wise 
to  recommend  this  compromise  to  the 
Senate — a  compromise  that  the  leader- 
ship in  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
agreed  to  accept  as  a  substitute  for  an 
earlier  House  bill  on  this  general  propo- 
sition— and  that  we  use  that  compromise 


as  a  stability  factor  until  we  can  open 
up  the  entire  question,  no  holds  barred, 
after  the  agreed-upon  date  of  February 
15,  and  undertake  its  consideration  with 
sufficient  time  to  explore  the  many  rami- 
fications and  cross-currents  at  stake. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  that  this  body 
should  view  understandingly  the  neces- 
sity of  this  particular  step.  None  of  us 
are  proud  of  the  compromise.  I  am  on 
many  other  kinds  of  amendments  and 
many  sorts  of  proposed  changes  in  the 
system  myself,  as  sponsor  or  cosponsor. 
But  I  firmly  believe  it  is  wise  for  this  body 
to  accept  the  temporary  compromise  in 
order  that  we  might  proceed  to  address 
ourselves  fully  to  the  problem  without 
any  limitations  when  we  return  after  the 
election  year  politics.  I  think  we  have  a 
responsibility  that  ought  to  require  us 
to  do  that.  I  think  we  would  have  a  better 
chance  to  do  whatever  we  decide  to  do 
with  a  larger  measure  of  wisdom  and 
with  the  necessary  time  to  doublecheck 
our  feelings  in  regard  to  it. 

So,  Mr.  President,  that  is  the  pending 
measure  that  we  have  before  us. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  able  colleague,  the  chairman,  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  really 
the  ranking  member  of  the  committee, 
and  almost  the  founding  father  of  this 
committee,  if  I  may  say  so. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
appreciative  of  the  cooperation  of  the 
able  chairman  of  our  committee  (Mr. 
McGee)  .  At  this  time  I  wish  to  indicate 
that  I  shall  offer  an  amendment  to  es- 
tablish procedures  for  any  closings  of 
post  offices.  This  provision  would  be  ef- 
fective after  the  expiration  of  the  mora- 
torium, as  contained  in  the  committee 
bill  which  is  brought  to  the  floor  today. 

I  am  aware,  of  course,  of  the  fact  that 
in  a  partial  response  to  my  request — 
though  not  in  total — we  did  elicit  and 
receive  from  the  Postmaster  General  a 
letter  on  post  office  closings  which  I  am 
sure  would  be  helpful  to  have  included 
in  the  record. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Let  us  make  that  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  letter  from  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Postmaster  General, 
-     Washington,  D.C.,  June  10,  1976. 
Hon.  Gale  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  analyzing  the  lat- 
est draft  (Committee  Print  No.  5)  of  the 
proposed  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
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merits  of  1976,  I  note  a  provision  imposing 
a  moratorium  on  the  discontinuance  of  any 
post  office  where  35  or  more  families  regu- 
larly receive  their  mail.  This  moratorium 
would  be  effective  if  the  appropriation  au- 
thorized for  Fiscal  Year  1977  were  made 
available  to  the  Postal  Service. 

Obviously  your  concern  for  the  future  of 
small  post  offices  is  as  great  as  mine.  Also, 
I  know  of  Senator  Randolph's  deep  and 
abiding  interest  for  the  future  of  small 
post  offices  in  West  Virginia  and  elsewhere 
as  evidenced  by  this  sponsorship  of  S.  3082. 
It  is  out  of  my  awareness  of  the  importance 
of  this  matter  to  so  many  interested  parties 
that  I  write  to  you  to  indicate  that  the 
Postal  Service  clearly  will  consider  the  mora- 
torium provisions  in  S.  2844  as  a  very  strong 
expression  of  Congressional  intent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  know  and  other  knowl- 
edgeable Congressmen  also  know  that  the 
Service  has  approached  the  problem  of  clos- 
ing small  post  offices  with  care.  The  Service 
is  well  aware  of  the  provisions  in  Title  39 
which  require  that  no  postal  facility  be  shut 
down  solely  for  operating  at  a  deficit.  We 
are  equally  aware  of  how  much  meaning  a 
post  office  has  to  a  small  community  in  terms 
of  its  identity  and  its  connection  to  the 
Federal  Government.  It  is  for  these  reasons 
that  the  Service  has  established  criteria 
which  provide  for  customers  to  be  informed, 
consulted  with  and  given  adequate  notice 
before  the  closing  of  a  post  office.  Moreover, 
it  is  clear  that  the  Service's  responsibility 
must  be  to  provide  equal,  if  not  better, 
service  when  a  closing  occurs. 

Of  course,  presuming  enactment  of  S.  2844, 
the  Postal  Service  would  not  discontinue  any 
office  affected  by  the  moratorium  provisions 
of  S.  2844.  Further,  the  Service*  would  care- 
fully observe  the  aforementioned  criteria 
even  in  the  case  of  offices  serving  fewer  citi- 
zens than  stipulated  in  Committee  Print 
No.  5  of  S.  2844. 

Despite  the  fact  that  there  seems  to  be 
very  grave  problems  confronting  the  Service, 
It  is  my  firm  intention  to  work  closely  with 
the  Congress  in  attacking  those  problems.  I 
am  sure  that  informed  Members  of  Congress 
understand  that  the  Postal  Service  is  in  seri- 
ous financial  difficulty  and  must  exercise  the 
responsibilities  placed  upon  it  by  the  Con- 
gress by  doing  what  it  can  to  cut  expenses  in 
the  face  of  exploding  operating  costs.  For 
this  reason,  we  must  continue  to  search  out 
opportunities  for  improved  efficiency  on  all 
fronts,  including  consideration  of  small  post 
office  closings  in  appropriate  circumstances. 
But  I  assure  you  that  we  will  undertake  such 
considerations  in  the  full  spirit  expressed 
earlier  in  this  letter. 
Sincerely, 

Benjamin  F.  Bailar. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  What  I  shall  attempt 
to  do  is  call  to  the  attention  of  our 
colleagues  the  urgent  need  for  estab- 
lished guidelines  on  post  office  closings 
or  consolidations.  I  have  discussed  this 
with  the  Senator  from  Wyoming.  I  am 
not  sure  he  may  oppose  my  proposal  or 
ask  that  it  be  tabled.  But  I  feel  that  be- 
fore we  move  to  substantive  amendments 
which  apparently  will  be  offered — those 
amendments  that  I  see  on  the  desk  of 
Senators — we  should  separate  this  issue 
from  the  other  matters,  because  it  has 


to  do  with  the  freeze  or  moratorium.  It 
is  a  procedural  question  that  must  be 
resolved  when  certain  types  of  offices 
serving  the  public  are  being  closed. 

I  felt  that  we  should  move  to  this  sub- 
ject at  this  point,  because  the  Senator 
has  mentioned  the  problem  of  the  clos- 
ing of  post  offices.  He  recognizes  it,  as 
do  all  the  members  of  our  committee 
and  I  am  sure,  all  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate. My  effort  will  be  one  that  I  think  is 
well-reasoned.  It  will  not  do  damage  to 
the  moratorium,  but  will  give  us  a  pro- 
cedure that  can  start  at  the  end  of  that 
period.  My  amendment  will  insure  that 
there  is  participation  of  the  patrons  of 
an  office  in  connection  with  the  decisions 
on  postal  closings. 

I  do  not  wish  to  be  what  some  might 
say  is  overly  patriotic  in  this  statement, 
but  I  do  see  a  danger  when  thousands  of 
post  offices  are  being  closed  throughout 
the  United  States.  I  look  on  those  offices, 
as  I  am  sure  my  able  colleague  looks  upon 
them,  as  representative  of  the  Federal 
Government  from  the  standpoint  of  ac- 
tual day-by-day  service,  not  just  for  the 
patrons  of  the  offices,  but  also  for  the 
people  of  those  communities  who  are 
helped  by  the  postmaster. 

These  postmasters — men  and  women — 
are,  in  a  sense,  counselors  to  so  many 
people.  They  help  in  many  ways  with 
the  filling  out  of  forms  and  reports,  and 
they  represent  what  I  believe  is  the 
human  side  of  the  Government.  I  think 
it  is  important  that  in  all  of  these  smaller 
communities — and  I  am  not  speaking  in 
disparagement  of  our  great  cities — there 
is  not  the  same  type  of  operation  which 
people  come  to  expect  from  a  large  num- 
ber of  employees.  Out  in  those  smaller 
communities  there  are  just  one  or  two 
or  three  persons  who  are  on  the  job, 
and  they  are  so  identified.  They  strive 
daily  to  help  citizens  generally  across  a 
broad  front. 

I  think  that  when  such  offices  are 
closed,  the  American  flag  really  comes 
down.  My  comments  are  not  intended  to 
stress  patriotism,  as  such.  Rather,  I  wish 
to  indicate  that  throughout  our  country- 
side, our  rural  areas,  there  is  a  need  to 
maintain  the  identity  of  these  post  of- 
fices, with  the  esprit  de  corps  which 
comes  with  them. 

I  know  our  State  of  West  Virginia 
is  the  second  most  rural  State  in  the 
Union.  It  is  a  rural  State  although  we 
are,  of  course,  a  State  of  manufacturing, 
mining,  and  many  other  facets  that 
make  up  a  prosperous  and  growing 
State,  with  a  great  potential.  But  I  can- 
not overlook  my  responsibility,  as  I  see 
it,  to  the  less  populated  areas.  I  do  not 
seek  to  throw  a  wrench  into  the  machin- 
ery of  the  Postal  Service.  My  desire  is  to 
have  a  very  reasoned  way  in  which  the 
citizens  of  these  communities  can  have 
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the  opportunity  to  bring  their  thoughts 
to  the  Postmaster  General  and  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  decisionmaking  process. 

There  are  other  matters,  of  course, 
that  are  of  more  substance  that  are  go- 
ing to  be  offered  through  other  amend- 
ments. I  think  the  chairman  will  lcok 
upon  this  amendment  as  possibly  in  a 
different  category.  Am  I  correct?  Will  he 
agree  to  that? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  look  upon  it  as  a  neces- 
sary point  to  consider  because  of  the  im- 
portance of  rural  post  offices  everywhere 
in  America,  as  a  symbol  much  larger 
than  just  postal  service.  I  think  the  Sen- 
ator is  right  on  the  nose.  The  question 
that  it  raises,  which  I  think  would  be  op- 
posed downtown,  is  changing  the  mech- 
anism in  the  existing  process.  This  is  the 
thing  that  we  agreed  that  for  the  short 
duration  the  moratorium  would  substi- 
tute for. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  But  there  are  fig- 
ures, I  remind  the  Senator,  that  are  in- 
volved. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  There  are  the  num- 
ber of  patrons  of  an  office. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  think  that  when 
we  work  on  classification  that  is  built 
solely  upon  figures  we  are  possibly  in 
danger.  I  believe  there  are  some  offices 
for  some  reasons — they  might  be  cli- 
matic conditions  or  they  might  be  condi- 
tions of  geography,  the  very  terrain  that 
is  involved — that  might  make  the  figure, 
regardless  of  what  it  is,  35  or  some  other 
level,  unrealistic.  That  is  why  I  am  at- 
tempting to  go  beyond  what  has  been 
done  and  in  good  purpose  by  the  chair- 
man (Mr.  McGee),  Senator  Fong,  and 
others. 

Mr.  McGEE.  When  we  tried  that  ques- 
tion out  on  them  they  thought  that  was 
the  sort  of  thing  that  would  be  prejudg- 
ing the  Commission  report.  But  that  is 
nonetheless  the  Senator's  prerogative 
and  I  respect  it  very  much. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  will  then  send  to 
the  desk  an  unprinted  amendment.  It  is 
not  that  I  have  not  been  working  on  this; 
it  has  been  a  part  of  a  bill,  S.  3082,  that 
I  had  earlier,  although  it  has  been 
changed  somewhat.  But  I  will  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  amendment  be  at 
the  desk  and  not  to  be  called  up  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Will  the  Senator  ask  for 
the  question? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  do  that  because  I 
wish  to  have,  of  course,  the  chairman, 
Senator  Fong,  and  other  Senators  go  into 
the  matters  in  reference  to  the  formal 
presentation  of  the  bill.        \ 

But  I  will  send  the  amendment  to  the 
desk. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore.   At    the    request    of    the    Senator 


from  West  Virginia  the  amendment  will 
be  held  at  the  desk.  \ 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  do  not  want  to 
press  the  point  that  my  amendment 
should  be  the  first  considered,  but  I 
feel  tha^  it  would  be  very  natural  that  it 
be  considered  before  other  amendments. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  certainly  have  no  objec- 
tion to  that.  I  think  in  all  fairness  we 

should  sit  down  with  all  the  groups  in- 
volved here  a  little  later  in  the  afternoon, 
and  we  can  work  out  an  agreed-upon 
order  of  procedure.  I  have  no  objection 
at  all  to  it  being  taken  up  first. 

Mi*.  RANDOLPH.  I  certainly  wish  to 
accommodate  the  chairman,  Senator 
Fong,  the  ranking  Republican,  Senator 
Hollings,  and  other  Senators  who  may 
not  only  be  interested  but  also  wish  to 
participate  with  amendments  and  dis- 
cussion of  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  John  Giannini  of  my  staff  be 
permitted  to  be  in  the  Chamber  during 
debate  and  on  any  rollcall  votes  on  this 
measure. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  has  the 
floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  similar  request? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished chairman. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  my  two  assistants,  Mr.  Burt 
Rosen  and  Mr.  Bill  Keyserling,  be  allowed 
privileges  of  the  floor  during  considera- 
tion of  H.R.  8603. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  again  to  me? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Although  Ned  Massee 
of  my  staff  has  the  privilege  of  the  floor, 
he  does  not  have  such  permission  during 
rollcalls,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  Ned  Massee  be  a  part  of  the  request 
I  made  earlier. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  also  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  Mr.  Lawrence  Nakatsuka  be 
accorded  the  privilege  of  the  floor  during 
rollcall  votes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  ranking 
minority  member. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Before  the  Senator 
begins,  if  this  does  not  break  the  con- 
tinuity, I  note  that  reference  was  made 
by  our  chairman  to  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral and  his  duties.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  feel  that  there  is  reason 
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now  to.  do  what  we  did  earlier?  The  Post- 
master General  of  the  United  States  still 
carries  that  designation  even  though  it 
is  the  Postal  Service  instead  of  Post  Office 
Department.  Does  not  the  Senator  feel 
that  we  would  be  better  serving  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  and  the 
people  to  whom  we  are  responsive  if  the 
President  had  the  prerogative  of  sending 
a  nominee  to  Capitol  Hill  and,  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  that 
individual  being  approved  as  are  mem- 
bers of  the  Cabinet?  At  the  present  time, 
the  Postmaster  General,  as  my  good 
friend  knows,  is  really  not  able  to  go  to 
the  White  House  and  discuss  postal  mat- 
ters with  the  President  of  the  United 
States  because  there  is  that  layer  be- 
tween the  Postmaster  General  and  the 
President.  Does  he  care  to  comment  on 
that  situation? 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia  has 
brought  up  a  point  which  has  some  merit, 
but  at  this  time  I  shall  defer  really  say- 
ing what  my  stand  is  on  the  question. 
In  1970  when  we  turned  the  Post  Office 
Department  into  the  Postal  Service  we 
went  into  that  matter  very  much  in  de- 
tail, and  it  was  then  thought  that  it 
would  be  better  to  have  the  Postmaster 
General  appointed  by  the  postal  board 
of  governors  and  that  his  salary  be  made 
contingent  upon  what  the  board  of  gov- 
ernors decided. 

I  would  like  to  have  hearings  on  this 
matter,  on  the  whole  question  of  amend- 
ments, after  the  Postal  Commission  has 
made  its  report,  and  at  that  time  we 
would  have  a  better  insight  into  the 
problem. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  can  understand  the 
reasoning  of  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  in 
this  matter,  and  I  have  an  understanding 
of  his  feeling  about  the  timing. 

I  think  the  American  people  generally 
would  want  the  Postmaster  General  to  be 
in  the  same  position  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
and  other  members  of  the  Cabinet.  I  be- 
lieve that  the  mistake  made,  and  under- 
standably, was  that  the  Postal  Service 
was  to  be  the  operation  of  a  service  set 
apart  from  the  regular  handling  of  Gov- 
ernment departments. 

I  would  oppose,  and  I  believe  the  Sen- 
ators who  speak  now  would  oppose,  any 
move  to  bring  back  to  the  Members  of 
Congress  the  situation  that  existed  in 
earlier  years — the  yes  or  no  or  approval 
or  disapproval  with  respect  to  so-called 
postmaster  appointments.  I  do  not  think 
anyone  would  argue  that  that  is  some- 
thing that  Congress  would  want  to  bring 
back  unto  itself. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  do  not  think  any  Member 
of  Congress  wants  that.  I  believe  we  have 
done  a  good  job  in  that  respect  and  have 
left  it  to  the  Postmaster  and  his  staff  to 


decide  that  matter,  because  that  is  the 
most  efficient  way  of  handling  it. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  There  is  certainly 
the  equity  of  the  Civil  Service  of  the 
United  States.  Our  committee  is  not  only 
a  Post  Office  Committee;  it  is  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
So  we  must  recognize  always  the  validity 
of  the  civil  service  or  similar  merit  sys- 
tem and  have  it  work,  have  adequate  pay 
for  persons  who  are  doing  the  jobs  to 
which  they  are  assigned  and  committed. 

It  is  very  important  that  in  the  coming 
months  we  have  oversight  hearings  in  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
about  some  of  the  matters  that  are  raised 
from  the  standpoint  of  personnel  and 
personnel  operations.  That  does  not  mean 
that  I  am  attempting  to  be  critical  of  the 
employees  of  the  Postal  Service.  That  is 
not  my  desire  as  I  mention  this. 

I  believe  that,  by  and  large,  they  are 
not  only  diligent  and  dedicated  but  also 
are  efficient.  Yet,  there  are  cases  in 
which  that  is  not  true,  just  as  in  a  pri- 
vate business  or  any  other  operation  in 
which  people  are  employed.  But  we  need 
to  have  a  closer  look  sometimes,  so  that 
we  can  insure  that  in  the  Postal  Service 
we  are  serving  the  public.  They  are  the 
constituencies  of  aU  the  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  FONG.  There  is  much  to  be  said 
for  the  appointment  of  the  Postmaster 
General  by  the  President  and  to  make 
him  a  member  of  the  Cabinet.  Being  a 
member  of  the  Cabinet  would  give  the 
Postmaster  General  tremendous  pres- 
tige, tremendous  honor,  and  great  re- 
spect. Many  men  would  work  hard  at 
that  position  without  reasonable  com- 
pensation. As  we  have  seen,  many  men 
have  left  their  employment  which  pays 
much  more  than  they  are'  receiving  as 
Cabinet  members,  and  they  have  become 
very  good  Cabinet  members.  They  want 
that  prestige,  they  want  to  be  near  the 
President,  and  they  can  see  the  Presi- 
dent from  time  to  time. 

There  has  been  some  mention  that  it 
was  difficult  for  the  Postmaster  General 
to  see  the  President  because  the  Post- 
master General  was  considered  more  or 
less  a  member  of  a  quasi-independent 
corporation,  and  from  that  standpoint, 
he  was  expected  to  run  his  corporation 
the  way  it  should  be  run,  as  a  quasi-in- 
dependent corporation,  and  therefore  he 
did  not  have  the  tie  with  the  President. 

There  is  much  to  be  said  about  the  po- 
sition of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
that  if  we  made  the  Postmaster  General 
a  member  of  the  Cabinet,  it  would  en- 
hance his  position,  would  give  him  better 
rapport  with  the  President,  and  he  would 
be  able  to  bring  to  the  President  many 
of  the  problems  with  which  he  is  now 
faced.  As  a  result  of  not  being  in  the 
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President's  Cabinet,  he  finds  it  some-, 
times  a  little  difficult  to  speak  with  au- 
thority, as  if  he  were  a  member  of  the 
Cabinet. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  suggest  to  my  col- 
league that  there  may  have  been  some 
thinking  that  traditionally  the  Postmas- 
ter General,  be  he  Democrat  or  Repub- 
lican, as  a  part  of  the  administration,  be- 
came in  a  sense  the  political  arm  of  the 
President  within  the  Cabinet.  I  think' 
that  the  Postmaster  General,  in  a  sense, 
in  the  past  has  been  more  politically  at- 
tuned to  the  administration  and  its  pro- 
gram of  selling  itself  to  the  American 
people  than  have  other  members  of  the 
Cabinet. 

Mr.  FONG.  That  has  been  quite  true. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  At  times,  we  think 
that  the  Secretary  of  State  is  removed 
from  that  type  of  campaigning  or  politi- 
cal effort.  Yet,  today,  if  members  of  the 
Cabinet  are  a  part  of  an  administration.1 
I  am  not  upset  with  them  in  speaking 
well  of  that  administration.  I  think  that 
this  is  as  it  should  be.  There  are,  of 
course,  the  limits  of  propriety  and  good 
taste  which  we  would  agree  must  'be 
practiced.  Yet,  I  sometimes  feel  that 
there  is  a  reason  for  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  speak  out  not  only  upon 
matters  of  finance  but  also  upon  his  feel- 
ings about  the  administration  of  which 
he  is  a  part.  I  do  not  object  to  that,  nor 
do  I  object  to  it  by  any  other  member 
of  a  Cabinet  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  So  it  would  be  with  the 
Postmaster  General. 

However,  in  yesteryears  there  was  a 
feeling  that  the  Postmaster  General  was 

there  just  to  carry  the  so-called  political 
banner  for  the  party  in  power.  Certainly, 
I  would  want  him  to  be  a  participant  in 
the  type  of  programs  I  have  mentioned. 

Does  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes,  of  course.  In  former 
years,  we  did  not  have  the  tremendous 
problems  with  which  the  Post  Office  is 
now  faced.  In  former  years,  they  did  not 
have  the  volume;  they  did  not  have  the 
tremendous  number  of  employees.  Now 
we  have  volume  up  to  90  billion  pieces  of 
mail  per  year.  It  has  not  risen  because 
of  other  businesses  coming  in  and  taking 
part  of  the  business  away.  It  has  700,000 
employees.  It  is  a  tremendous  organiza- 
tion. In  fact,  it  is  the  second  largest, , 
after  the  Defense  Department. 

In  former  years,  it  was  not  as  large. 
They  did  not  have  all  these  problems.  We 
did  not  have  double-digit  inflation.  We 
did  not  have  the  rise  in  oil  prices.  All 
these  are  problems  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral has  faced.  Now  that  we  have  had 
5  years  of  experience,  perhaps  we  should 
give  the  organization  a  second  look  and 
see  whether  the  Postmaster  General 
should  be  an  appointee  of  the  President, 
with  the  prestige  of  being  a  Cabinet 
member. 


Mr.  RANDOLPH.  So  that  I  may  not  be 
misunderstood,  I  point  out  that  I  had 
the  responsibility,  as  a  Member  of  the 
House,  of  serving  as  chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Committee.  That  was  dur- 
ing 1946.  That  was  30  years  ago.  It 
frightens  me. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  Senator  looks  very 
young. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
"For  age  is  opportunity  no  less  than 
youth  itself,  though  in  another  dress." 
That  is  what  Longfellow  said. 

I  come  back  to  the  workers.  I  do  not 
like  a  person  to  be  called  an  employee. 
I  like  the  word  "worker."  I  sometimes 
think  that  we  talk  about  people  as  em- 
ployees as  if  they  were  not  part  of  a 
team.  I  prefer  the  team  effort,  the  work 
effort.  I  think  that,  by  and  large,  those 
men  and  women  who  are  employed  in 
the  Postal  Service  are  workers.  They  are 
doing  their  jobs. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  very  dedicated  work- 
ers. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes,  and  I  want  the 
record  so  to  reflect.  I  think  of  the  carrier 
that  came  by  the  door  rather  early  this 
morning,  perhaps  a  little  earlier  than 
usual.  I  was  able  to  greet  him  and  we 
chatted  for  just  a  moment.  I  told  hirn 
about  the  subject  matter  we  would  have 
in  the  Senafe  here  today.  It  was  an  occa- 
sion for  me  to  compliment  him  on  his 
courtesy  and  the  manner  in  which  he 
does  the  job  in  our  area  as  a  city  carrier. 
And  out  in  those  mountain  reaches  of 
our  State  and  through  our  lush  lands 
and  the  valleys  that  we  have  between 
those  mountains  and  hills,  the  rural  car- 
riers are  doing  a  job  that  is  entirely 
worthwhile  and  very,  very  important; 
and  so  it  is  with  the  postmasters  also. 

I  hope  that  we  shall  never  forget  that, 
even  with  all  the  computerization  with- 
in the  Postal  Service  as  it  now  exists. 
The  automated  efforts  are  part  of  mod- 
ern production — not  of  a  manufactured 
product,  but  sometimes  in  the  delivery 
of  packages  and  the  mail.  But  with  all 
of  this,  we  must  remember  that  it  is  the 
human  side  of  this  business,  I  call  it, 
that  is  essential.  It  is  where  workers  feel 
a  pride  not  only  in  working  for  them- 
selves and  the  Postal  Service  but  also, 
in  a  sense,  as  the  direct  representatives 
of    the   Federal   Government    with    the 
people,  wherever  they  may  be.  That,  I 
think,  is  very,  very  important  in  the  life 
of  America. 

As  we  consider  this  bill,  let  us  be  very 
very  careful,  in  all  of  the  work  that  we 
do  to  bring  it  to  a  finalization.  We  must 
realize  that  the  Postal  Service,  the  dis- 
tribution of  mail,  the  mobility  of  Amer- 
ica, the  communications  of  America, 
sometimes  have  been  not  so  well  under- 
stood. So  I  simply  say  that,  as  I  offer 
this  amendment  a  little  later  on  closing 
of  offices.  I  hone  there  will  not  be  an 
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effort  to  table  the  amendment.  Hot- 
ever,  I  can  understand  it  if  that  is  done. 
But  here  we  have  an  opportunity  to  say, 
regardless  of  a  letter  from  the  Post- 
master General,  regardless  of  a  mora- 
torium into  February  of  next  year,  that 
we  have  a  procedure  which  is  a  workable 
procedure,  one  in  which  participation  of 
people  is  involved. 

When  we  began  this  country  in  the 
writing  of  those  earlier  documents  our 
Founding  Fathers  did  not  speak  of  an 
emperor,  or  a  king  or  a  queen  or  a 
monarch.  They  were  saying,  "We,  the 
people."  So  I  think  we  must  remember 
that  out  there,  all  over  this  country- 
side there  is  a  very  large  population  and 
a  very  comprehensive  number  of  work- 
ers within  the  Postal  Service  through- 
out all  of  our  States.  And  there  is  reason 
to  improve  the  Postal  Service.  This  is 
going  to  take  the  most  careful,  creative, 
innovative,  and  resourceful  work  that 
we  have  ever  developed,  in  connection 
with  an  agency  or  a  service  within  the 
Federal  Government.  It  is  not  going  to 
be  easy  to  do  this. 
Mr.  FONG.  No. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  recog- 
nizes it,  certainly,  as  a  businessman. 
Mr.  FONG.  I  do  recognize  it. 
Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  human  side  of 
this  job  must  never  be  forgotten.  I  think 
that,  by  and  large,  the  worker  does  not 
want  it  to  be  forgotten. 

Ttfr.  FONG.  We  can  never  forget  the 
human  side  of  the  Postal  Service.  There 
are  700,000  employees,  and  although  the 
number  of  employees  has  not  increased 
because  of  automation,  they  are  there 
and  they  should  be  treated  as  human  be- 
ings and  they  have  been  treated  as  hu- 
man beings.  They  are  dedicated,'  by  and 
large,  very  dedicated  public  servants  and 
the  public  employees  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice have  done  yeoman  service.  Although 
we  have  had  many,  many  criticisms 
against  the  Postal  Service,  we  have  to 
consider  that  there  are  almost  100  billion 
pieces  of  mail.  If  a  man  does  a  99-per- 
cent job  but  was  1  percent  deficient, 
somehow,  you  would  say  the  man  is  do- 
ing a  good  job.  Yet  if  1  percent  of  the 
mail  of  the  post  office  goes  haywire,  and 
does  not  reach  its  destination  according 
to  time,  that  means  1  million  pieces 
of  mail  did  not  reach  their  destination  in 
time.  Yet  there  is  not  that  kind  of  der- 
eliction, there  is  not  that  kind  of  hold- 
ing up  of  service  of  a  billion  pieces.  So 
looking  at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
bigger  picture,  we  find  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  been  very  efficient  and  the 
GAO,  in  its  investigation  of  the  Postal 
Service,  has  found  that  the  service  has 
been  good. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  spoke 
of  the  fact  that  something  might  go 
wrong. 


Mr.  FONG.  Yes.  If  I  could  receive  a 
score  of  99  percent  in  anything  I  do,  I 
would  consider  myself  A-plus.  Yet  we 
find  this  criticism  of  the  Postal  Service, 
because  some  of  the  mail  does  hot  reach 
its  destination  according  to  time. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  shall  place  in  the 
Record  the  facts  about  when  the  people 
complained  about  the  delivery  of  their 
mail  a  long  time  ago,  in  the  1850's,  per- 
haps— I  am  not  sure  of  the  exact  date. 
I  shall  place  it  in  the  Record.  It  was  in 
my  home  county  in  West  Virginia.  There 
was  a  complaint  against  the  Trotter 
brothers. 

The  Trotter  brothers,  had  a  contract 
to  carry  the  mail  between  Huttonsville 
in  Randolph  County  and  Staunton,  Va. 
In  the  winter  of  1855,  after  a  trip  south, 
heavy  snowfall  prevented  their  return 
across  the  mountain.  The  people  of  Ty- 
garts  River  Valley,  irritated  by  the  delay 
in  their  mail,  complained  to  the  authori- 
ties in  Washington.  The  Post  Office  De- 
partment relayed  the  complaint  to  the 
Trotters,  who  replied  as  follows: 

Staunton,  Va., 

1855. 
Mr.  Postmaster  General, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Sir  :  If  you  knock  the  gable  end  out  of  hell 
and  back  it  up  against  Cheat  Mountain  and 
rain  fire  and  brimstone  for  40  days  and  40 
nights  it  won't  melt  the  snow  enough  to  get 
your  damned  mail  through  on  time. 
Yours  truly, 

Trotter  Brothers, 
By     James  Trotter. 

-"So  that  was  a  problem,  was  it  not?  The 
mails  were  delivered  if  they  could  be.  But 
when  nature  had  an  upheaval,  or  the 
snows  were  deep,  they  could  not  do  it.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.    FONG.    Yes,    there    are    many 

Ol")  ^  f*  r\  P 1  P  ^ 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  So  through  the 
country,  there  exist  these  obstacles  which 
have,  of  course,  continued  through  the 
years,  sometimes  to  the  delay  of  the  mail. 
But  by  and  large,  we  do  have  the  very 
best  mail  system  in  the  world. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  one  of  the  cheapest. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes.  I  expect  that 
could  be  borne  out.  But  there  is  no  com- 
parison, really,  between  any  other  coun- 
try and  the  United  States  in  its  handling 
of  the  mail. 

Mr.  FONG.  No,  and  the  number  of 
pieces. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  All  of  this  is  docu- 
mented. So  at  this  point,  thinking  about 
the  amendment  which  I  shall  offer,  I  do 
want  to  express  that  I  have  a  very 
genuine  esteem  for  the  present  Post- 
master General.  I  feel  that  he  is  trying 
very,  very  hard  to  do  this  job. 

Mr.  FONG.  No  question;  he  has  a 
tough  job. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  do  not  want  to  pass 
any  accolades   on  Ben  Bailar  at  the 
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moment,  except  to  say  that  he  has  a 
very  big  job  and  he  realizes  it.  I  think  he 
has  been  trying,  insofar  as  possible,  to 
confer  with  the  Members  of  Congress, 
both  Senate  and  House,  on  these  mat- 
ters that  we  are  discussing.  But  whatever 
we  do,  I  do  not  want  it  done  with  -any 
rancor  whatsoever  or  with  any  misunder- 
standing. 

We  are  not  out  to  get  someone  when 
we  offer  an  amendment.  In  no  sense,  if 
an  amendment  is  offered,  is  it  offered  for 
that  purpose.  I  am  sure  it  will  be  offered 
by  a  Senator  or  Senators  who  believe 
that  there  is  a  better  way  to  do  the  job 
than  the  bill  as  reported  from  the  com- 
mittee. Our  committee  attempts  always, 
inso  far  as  possible,  to  be  reasoned  and 
to  bring  measures  to  the  floor  which 
merit  the  support  of  our  colleagues. 

Mr.  FONG.  May  I  say  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia  that 
prior  to  1970  we  thought  we  could  do  a 
better  job.  That  is  why  we  had  the  postal 
reorganization  bill  and  we  reorganized 
the  Postal  Service.  At  that  time  we  were 
told  the  Postal  Service  needed  $6  billion 
for  their  capital  improvements,  and  we 
were  derelict  in  Congress  in  not  ap- 
propriating the  $6  billion  to  give  them 
these  capital  improvements. 

Because  they  were  funded  at  less  than 
what  they  should  have  been  funded,  the 
problems  have  grown  and  grown  and 
grown.  We  thought  at  that  time  we 
should  reorganize  the  Postal  Service  so 
we  could  give  it  a  chance  to  go  out  and 
borrow  money.  We  did  provide  that  they 
could  go  out  and  borrow  $10  billion, 
which  Congress  was  not  willing  to  give 
to  the  Postal  Service,  to  rehabilitate  some 
of  the  old  post  offices  and  to  give  it  the 
machinery  to  make  it  a  real  modern,  up- 
to-date  post  office. 

That  is  one  reason  for  the  reorganized 
Post  Service.  We  gave  them  the  power  to 
go  out  and  borrow  on  their  assets.  They 
have  been  borrowing.  They  are  now 
facing  a  deficit  because  of  the  rise  in 
labor  costs;  the  double-digit  inflation 
which  we  have  been  experiencing;  the 
rise  in  costs  of  fuel  and  all  petroleum 
products. 

We  find  there  is  much  criticism  against 
the  post  office  because  they  say  that  some 
of  the  mail  pieces  are  not  being  delivered 
on  time,  when  you  consider,  as  I  have 
stated,  that  there  are  90  billion  pieces  of 
mail,  and  if  only  1  percent  got  waylaid, 
you  have  a  billion  pieces  of  mail  deliv- 
ered late  or  gone  astray.  We  only  have  a 
very  small  fraction  of  the  mail  being 
delayed  in  time. 

So,  looking  at  it  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  whole  Postal  Service,  we  find  that 
the  post  office  has  done  quite  a  fine  job. 

I  was  saying  we  had  one  of  the  cheap- 
est postal  services  in  the  developing 
countries.  Let  us  compare  what  it  costs 
**)  send  a  first-class  letter  through  the 


U.S.  Postal  Service  with  other  postal 
services.  In  the  United  States,  the  first- 
class  rate  is  13  cents  an  ounce.  Australia 
charges  22.9  cents,  which  is  almost  twice 
the  amount  we  are  charging.  Belgium 
charges  16.7  cents.  Canada  charges  8 
cents.  Yet  they  had  a  strike,  and  now  the 
rate  has  increased  but  I  do  not  know 
what  the  Increase  is.  As  of  February  1976 
it  was  8  cents  per  piece. 

In  Japan  it  costs  16*6  cents  ^as  com- 
pared with  our  13  cents:  the  Netherlands 

20.7  cents;  Sweden  23  cents,  Switzerland 
15.5  cents,  the  United  Kingdom  17.3 
cents,  and  West  Germany  19.5  cents.  So 
the  13  cents  for  first-class  mail  through 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  Is  the  lowest  out- 
side of  Canada.  What  the  Canadian  rate 
is  now,  I  do  not  know.  But  you  can  see 
from  these  figures  that  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  rate  is  not  high  in  comparison 
with  the  other  developing  countries. 

So  I  say  that  with  the  limited  amount 
of  money  they  have  been  working  with, 
with  the  great  number  of  pieces  of  mail 
they  have  to  handle,  the  Postal  Service 
has  done  a  good  job.  I  think  instead  of 
condemning  the  Postal  Service,  we 
should  really  try  to  do  everything  we  can 
to  help  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  have  not  yielded. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  would 
yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  appreciate  the  con- 
versation the  Senator  had  with  our  senior 
colleague  from  West  Virginia  with  re- 
spect to  his  amendment,  which  is  per- 
fectly agreeable  on  this  side  for  us  to  vote 
first  on  his  perfecting  amendment  before 
I  lay  down  our  substitute — however  we 
wish  to  work  it  out.  Perhaps  that  would 
be  a  good  procedure. 

While  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  has 
the  floor  I  would  like  to  try  to  bring  this 
into  a  little  bit  more  responsible  focus, 
because  we  are  talking  about  Australia 
and  Sweden,  and  we  are  talking  about 
good  employees — and  they  are  good — in 
fact,  that  is  one  of  the  great  motivations 
for  me,  the  low  morale  now,  and  I  think 
we  have  done  them  wrong  in  not  support- 
ing those  employees. 

But  if  I  remember  correctly  now  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  said  this  new  sys- 
tem, th3  Postmaster  General,  had  all 
these  new  problems  to  face,  and  I  was 
noting  it  down  that  you  did  not  have  in- 
flation, you  did  not  have  the  number  of 
employees,  you  did  not  have  the  volume. 
I  would  ask  first  about  that  inflation.  Is 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  familiar  with 
the  GAO  report  relative  to  the  delivery 
contracts  whereby  there  are  some  12,000 
contracts,  and  of  which  they  only  re- 
viewed about  85?  They  stated  this- 
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The  Service  uses  contracted  vehicle  serv- 
ice as  one  means  to  transport  mail  between 
postal  and  private  facilities.  About  $300  mil- 
lion annually  is  expended  on  more  than 
12,000  contracts. 

We  found  the  postal  procedures  were  not 
identifying  opportunities  to  reduce  costs 
while  maintaining  the  same  service.  Our  re- 
view of  85  contracts  disclosed  that  the  Serv- 
ice could  eliminate  or  reduce  16  of  the  con- 
tracts and  save  abotit  $185,000  and  88,000- 
gallons  of  fuel  annually. 

Is  the  Senator  familiar  with  that? 

Mr.  FONG.  If  we  had  a  corporation 
that  brings  in  $14  billion  in  receipts  and 
expends  $14  billion  in  expenditures,  and 
if  you  want  to  look  for  things  like  that 
you  are  bound  to  find  them.  There  is  some 
leeway  in  which  they  could  save  some 
money,  and  here  is  a  place  where  they 
say  they  could  have  saved  $180,000  out  of 
$14  billion.  I  do  not  dispute  that.  I  would 
say  there  are  many  places  in  which  we 
could  save  a  lot  of  money  if  we  really 

went  after  it.  But  when  you  look  at  the 
overall  picture,  I  say  it  has  done  well. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  wOuld  sort  of 
give  us  an  indication  of  the  overall.  Here 
comes  a  responsible  accounting  organiza- 
tion, the  General  Accounting  Office,  and 
they  find  that  in  20  percent  of  these  con- 
tracts they  could  have  either  reduced  or 
eliminated  so  many  of  them,  and  on  20 
percent  rather  than  the  inflationary 
costs,  for  example,  which  we  are  all  fa- 
miliar with,  with  the  jump  in  gasoline, 
I  guess,  which  has  gone  from  about  35  to 
37  cents  a  gallon  to  65  or  67  cents  a 
gallon 

Mr.  FONG.  Almost  double. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Between  73  and  76, 
and  adding  to  that,  what  I  am  saying  is 
looking  even  further  on  just  20  percent 
of  the  contracts  you  could  have  saved 
way  more  than  inflation  would  ever  have 
cost.  That  is  not  just  a  little  one  isolated 
thing  at  random,  that  was  taken  as  a 
sample. 

Maybe  I  should  ask  about  the  number 
of  employees  because  the  Senator  indi- 
cated that  they  had  so  many  more  em- 
ployees to  handle. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  did  say  they  had  700,000 
employees.  The  number  would  have  in- 
creased if  they  did  not  have  automation. 
The  700,000  employees,  I  think,  have  been 
reduced  by  30,000. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Ford  assumed  the 
Chair.) 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  actual  figure 
which  I  am  quoting  now  from  the  Post- 
master General's  1974-75  report,  at  that 
particular  time  in  1971 — and  we  passed 
this,  of  course,  August  1970— the  1971 
figure  was  728,911  employees. 

In  the  more  recent  GAO  report  which 
we  asked  for,  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  shows  676,000  em- 
ployees over  there  now,  or  a  reduction 
in  that  many  to  be  handled. 


If  number  of  employees  or  volume  of 
employees  was  a  problem,  I  understood 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  was  stating 
they  did  not  have  that  number  of  em- 
ployees. 
Mr.  FONG.  I  did  not  say  that. 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  It  reduced  the  prob- 
lem by  about  50,000. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  was  responding  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir- 
ginia that  we  should  look  at  the  human 
problem,  and  I  said,  "Yes,"  because  there 
were  approximately  700,000  employees. 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Then  I  heard  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Hawaii 
said  the  Postmaster  General  did  not  have 
this  terrific  volume  with  which  to  con- 
tend. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is,  going  to 
that  same  report  in  1971,  they  had  87 
billion  pieces.  By  1974  they  had  gotten 
up  to  91  billion.  But  they  had  a  drop  in 
1975  of  832  million  pieces  of  mail,  and 
the  projected  drop  by  the  Postmaster 
General  of  more  than  that,  a  billion 
pieces  this  year. 

So,  actually,  the  number  of  pieces  to 
be  handled  rather  than  the  volume  go- 
ing up  and  the  bigger  job;  actually,  there 
is  a  smaller  job. 
It  is  regrettable,  we  both  agree  on  that. 
Mr.  FONG.  No,  the  projection  by  the 
Kappel  Commission  was  that  it  would 
have  increased. 

The  Kappel  Commission  estimated  by 
1975  it  would  be  over  100  billion  pieces, 
and  the  1975  projection  by  GAO  was  that 
it  should  be  93  or  94  billion  pieces.  The 
volume  has  fallen  down  to  91  billion 
pieces,  but  it  has  increased  over  the 
years. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  But  let  us  take  the 
actual  1975  figure,  which  was  89.3,  ac- 
cording to  the  report. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  1968,  the  Kappel  Com- 
mission projected  the  1975  mail  volume 
at  110  billion  pieces,  and  in  February  1975 
the  GAO  projected  it  at  93.1  billion 
pieces. 

Actually,  the  1975  volume  was  89.3 
billion  pieces. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right,  89.3. 
Mr.  FONG.  And  the  slowing  down  of 
the  number  of  pieces  cut  down  the  reve- 
nues. This  is  one  of  the  problems. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Could  it  be  because 
they  have  cut  down  their  service? 

Mr.  FONG.  No.  It  is  because  of  mail- 
grams  they  have  used,  or  the  telephone. 
Many  people  find  us-'ng  the  telephone  is 
easier.  Many  peonle  find  sending  a  radio- 
gram is  easier.  Many  peonle  find  using 
other  electronic  means  of  communica- 
tion is  much  better  than  using  the  mail. 
These  are  the  things  we  are  contend- 
ing with  now  which  we  never  anticipated 
in  1970  when  we  passed  the  postal  reor- 
ganization bill. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Of  course,  the  peo- 
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pie  use  mailgrams  and  all,  but  the  Sena- 
tor must  know  about  the  closing  of  the 
small  post  offices,  th^  removal  of  the  col- 
lection boxes,  the  reduction  in  the  num- 
ber of  times  that  they  actually  picked  up 
the  mail,  the  reduction  of  deliveries,  for 
example,  at  business  offices  from  three 
times  to  sometimes  less  than  one  time  a 
day. 

We  have  a  record  here,  on  April  19 
and  20,  with  all  the  statements  of  every- 
one concerned,  the  mail  carriers,  the 
American  Legion,  and  everyone  says  serv- 
ice is  down. 

In  addition  to  the  service  going  down, 
of  course,  they  have  gone  financially  8 
billion  bucks  into  the  hole. 
.  We  gave  them  an  outfit  worth  at  least 
$3.5  billion  in  1970  when  they  got  It, 
and  now  we  are  facing,  rather  than  a 
plush  $3.5  billion,  a  $4.5  billion  deficit. 

That  is  a  change  in  financial  position 
which  even  the  Senator's  own  report  says 
that  considered  in  private  business,  the 
Postal  Service  would  be  bankrupt. 
Is  that  not  really  the  case? 
I  mean,  as  we  talk  more  generally,  and 
we  are  being  very  tactful  and  I  think  it 
is  wise  that  we  do  not  be  untactful 
or  tactless  and  raucous  and  yet,  at  the 
same  time,  we  are  faced  with  a  real 
problem. 

As  I  see  the  Senator's  amendment  in 
the  most  kindly  terms,  it  is  no  more  than 
a  holdup,  like  sticking  a  gun  and  say- 
ing, "give  us  some  money  and  don't  ask 
questions." 

That  is  why  I  am  asking  these  ques- 
tions, because  I  think  much  talk  has 
been  made  about  the  impairment  of  the 
obligation  of  the  postal  employees'  con- 
tract. I  think  the  Senator  has  a  contract 
and  I  have  a  contract.  We  all  do  with  the 
public,  hat  puts  us  here  to  stop,  look  and 
listen,  and  find  what  we  are  giving  out 
business  for. 

In  looking  at  that,  the  Senator  says  we 
ought  to  have  a  hearing  after  the  Com- 
mission reports  in  February.  Is  that  the 
Senator's  position? 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes.  The  commission  is 
going  to  delve  into  all  the  problems  of  the 
post  office  and  see  whether  it  can  come 
up  with  recommendations.  At  that  time, 
with  those  recommendations,  I  am  sure 
we  will  be  able  to  have  a  more  delibera- 
tive session  and  see  what  amendments 
can  be  enacted. 

Mr.   HOLLINGS.   But   how   can   that 
occur? 
Mr.  FONG.  May  I  go  further? 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 
Mr.  FONG.  I  will  answer  the  Senator's 
question  about  the  GAO  as  an  arm  of  the 
Congress. 

The  GAO  has  made  126  reports  on  a 
wide  range  of  postal  topics  in  the  last 
4V2  years.  This  is  what  it  says  about  mail 
delivery  standards: 


Mail  delivery  standards  as  established 
by  the  Postal  Service  are  generally  being 
met. 

This  is  what  GAO  says: 

Mail  delivery  standards  as  established  by 
the  Postal  Service  are  generally  being  met. 

The  GAO  also  says  that  the  lot  of  the 
postal  employees  has  been  greatly  im- 
proved. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  They  really  do  not 
believe  the  morale  in  the  Postal  Service 
has  improved,  do  they? 

Mr.  FONG.  The  GAO  has  issued  126 
reports  in  ^2  years.  They  come  out  with 
a  statement  like  that,  and  the  GAO  has 
not  been  very  favorable  in  its  report  with 
the  administration.  The  Senator  knows 
that. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  fact  is,  exactly 
140,  not  126,  but  140  GAO  reports.  They 
say  the  standards  set  themselves.  That 
is,  the  new  Postal  Service,  that  they  set 
themselves  in  1970,  in  1972,  really,  when 
they  put  in  this  testing  service,  they 
say,  "Yes,"  and  that  is  what  they  are 
referring  to  by  meeting  those  standards. 

But  the  GAO  report  says  to  look  at 
the  levels  of  service  in  1969,  when  it  was 
a  political  organization,  and  now  in  1975, 
when  it  is  a  business  organization,  the 
service  has  diminished  sharply. 

It  is  diminishing  sharply.  That  is  really 
part  of  the  report.  Well,  that  is  all  right. 
We  would  not  argue  that. 

I  would  like  to  find  out  how  could  the 
Senator  have  the  overall  report  by  the 
Commission  in  that  amount  of  time?  No 
one  encompasses  this  being  passed  and 
signed  by  the  President,  if  we  could  get 
together  with  the  House,  until  after 
Labor  Day  or  the  middle  of  September. 
That  would  cause  some  appointments  to 
come  in  in  October.  I  believe  the  Senator 
would  agree  that  would  be  pretty  good 
timing,  if  we  could  get  the  Commission 
to  start  a  study  in  October. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  know  the  time  we  have 
given  the  Postal  Commission  to  report  is 
a  short  period.  We  have  been  thinking  in 
terms  of  about  6  months. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  How  can  they  do  it 
with  October,  November,  December,  and 
January  as  the  4  months  to  study  the 
overall  needs?  S.  2044,  introduced  by 
Senator  McGee,  called  for  a  2-year  study 
on  the  sole  question  of  the  public  service 
subsidy.  He  said  it  wrould  take  2  years  to 
determine  that;  namely,  the  public  serv- 
ice subsidy.  In  this  buy- off  that  we  have 
facing  us  nowr,  where  we  are  not  to  ask 
questions  but  just  give  money,  and  in 
order  to  answer  the  questions  we  will  get 
a  blue  ribbon  commission  to  study  for 
4  months,  with  Thanksgiving,  Christmas, 
the  New  Year's  holidays,  the  inaugura- 
tion, and  everything  coming  in  between, 
with  them  reporting  to  us  in  February, 
how  can  they  give  us  an  intelligent 
report? 
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Mr.  FONG.  If  they  require  a  little  more 
time,  they  will  come  to  us  and  ask  for 
more  time.  At  that  time  we  will  consider 
it. 

Mr.  ROLLINGS.  So  the  Senator  feels 
this  Commission  might  be  extended  in 
February  for  another  6  months? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  do  net  know  how  much 
time  will  be  given  to  them.  I  will  not  be 
here.  That  will  fall  upon  other  Senators. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  This  gets  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  by  but  it  does  not  get  me  by. 
I  see.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  answer  to  whether  this 
is  a  good  bill,  we  have  the  employee  or- 
ganizations asking  that  this  bill  be 
passed.  I  think  many  employees  from 
the  post  offices,  the  postmasters,  and  all 
the  people  identified  with  the  Postal 
Service,  are  asking  that  we  pass  this  bill 
as  it  is,  that  they  require  this  amount  of 
appropriation  to  tide  them  over. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  A  few  years 
ago  we  set  up  this  postal  service  corpo- 
ration and  started  having  long-term 
contracts  between  the  employees  orga- 
nization that  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Hawaii  is  speaking  of,  long-term 
contracts  negotiated  for  salaries  and 
working  conditions.  I  wonder  if  that  is 
not  really  the  root  of  the  trouble  we  are 
having. 

How  does  the  salary  of  the  postal 
worker  compare  with  the  salary  of  the 
classified  civil  service  employee?  I  served 
on  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee.  At  a  later  time  I  will  ask 
to  include  in  the  Record  a  copy  of  the 
minority  report  of  that  committee  on 
the  bill  setting  up  this  postal  corpora- 
tion. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  will  re- 
member, the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives would  not  pass  this  bill 
when  the  administration  wanted  it.  It 
was  only  when  the  postal  organizations 
and  the  administration  joined  together 
that  they  got  a  majority  of  the  votes. 
The  then  Postmaster  General  Blount 
said: 

I  am  a  businessman.  I  know  how  to  deal 
with  employees. 

Later  on,  though,  he  gave  the  em- 
ployees everything  they  asked  for. 

I  just  wonder  if  it  is  in  the  public  in- 
terest, to  let  the  employees  run  an  orga- 
nizations as  large  as  the  Postal  Service. 
I  wonder  if  it  is  not  the  responsibility 
of  the  Members  of  Congress  to  exercise 
legislative  oversight,  and  that  we  should 
have  the  Chief  Executive  as  the  final 
head  of  the  Postal  Service  rather  than 
the  organization  that  we  now  have. 

In  other  words,  I  am  saying  we  made  a 
mistake  when  we  set  this  up.  We  made  a 


very  serious  mistake  that  is  not  in  the 
public  interest. 

Mr.  FONG.  This  was  in  answer  to 
whether  this  is  the  bill  that  should  be 
passed  and  what  the  morale  is.  The 
morale  was  low,  as  was  said. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  The  Senator 
is  talking  about  the  employee  morale? 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  What  per- 
centage of  increase  in  pay  have  they  re- 
ceived since  the  postal  corporation  was 
established?  How  does  that  compare  with 
the  general  classified  services?  In  other 
words,  if  they  have  received  twice  as 
much  money  as  other  Government  em- 
ployees received,  I  can  understand  their 
morale  being  rather  high. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  answer  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Virginia,  I  want 
to  say  salaries  constitute  86  percent  of 
the  operating  expenses.  Between  July 
1971  and  March  1976,  the  typical  annual 
salary  payment  rose  54  percent  in  the 
Postal' Service  as  compared  with  an  in- 
crease of  41  percent  in  equivalent  civil 
service  salaries. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Does  the 
distinguished  Senator  have  any  figures 
showing  the  increases  for  all  Govern- 
ment employees  as  compared  with  those 
in  the  Postal  Service  since  the  Postal 
Service  became  a  separate  instru- 
mentality? 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes.  July  1971  would  be  the 
first  time  that  the  Postal  Service  em- 
ployees received  their  increase.  Between 
that  date  and  March  1976,  as  I  have 
stated, __their  salary  rose  64  percent, 
whereasttieir  equivalent  in  the  civil  serv- 
ice positions  rose  41  percent.  So  there  has 
been  a  23-percent  increase  over  and 
above  that  of  the  civil  service. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  But  does 
that  include  an  initial  increase  immedi- 
ately upon  the  setting  up  of  the  Postal 
Corporation? 

Mi*.  FONG.  I  believe  this  constitutes 
the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  The  whole 
thing  from  the  time  they  were  entirely  a 
part  of  the  Government? 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  I  like  to 
think  they  are  still  a  part  of  the  Govern- 
ment under  a  quasi -government  corpo- 
ration. 

Mr.  FONG.  Tne  fact  that  they  were 
given  the  right  of  collective  bargaining 
with  the  Postal  Service  has  tended  to  in- 
crease their  salaries  over  and  above 
these  of  the  other  civil  service  employees. 

Mr.  WliLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Why  does 
the  distinguished  Senator  say  that  would 
give  them  something  above  what  the  oth- 
er Government  employees  received? 

Mr.  FONG.  Because  of  the  threat  of 
striking,  because  there  was  a  strike  in 
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New  York,  and  because  they  were  in  bar- 
gaining units  these  increases  were  grant- 
ed. The  fact  that  they  have  these  bar- 
gaining  units    caused   an— increase    in 

salaries. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Is  it  fair  for 
them  to  have  these  bargaining  units  and 
the  rest  of  the  Government  employees 
not  to  have  them?  Is  there  any  reason 
they  should  have  the  right  to  collective 
bargaining  and  the  other  Government 
employees  not  have  the  right  to  collective 
bargaining? 

In  all  candor,  I  do  not  favor  collec- 
tive bargaining  for  public  employees.,  I 
consider  the  Postal  Service  public  em- 
ployees. 

Mr.  FONG.  At  the  time  of  the  postal 
reorganization  in  1971,  the  whole  matter 
was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Board  of 
Governors.  They  were  free  to  get  into  a 
collective  bargaining  agreement  with  the 
employees,  which  followed.  It  resulted  in 
a  bargaining  agreement  and,  as  a  result, 
employees'  salaries  have  increased. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Does  the 
Senator  feel  that  this  is  in  the  public 
interest?  That  is  the  point  I  am  getting 
at.  I  refer  not  to  the  employees'  interests 
but  the  public  interest,  including  the  em- 
ployees. I  feel  the  distinguished  Senator 
would  agree  with  me  that  we  are  here  to 
serve  the  public  interest,  not  the  em- 
ployees' interests  as  a  separate  unit. 

Is  it  in  the  public  interest  for  them  to 
have  the  right  of  collective  bargaining 
and  to  receive  higher  increases  in  pay 
than  other  Government  employees,  if  we 
call  them  all  Government  employees,  or 
should  all  employees  be  treated  alike? 

Mr.  FONG.  If  we  look  at  it  from  the 
standpoint  that  this  is  a  quasi  public  cor- 
poration, it  is  half  private  and  half  pub- 
lic. Then  we  follow  the  private  rule,  the 
private  law,  governing  the  right  of  col- 
lective bargaining. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  They  have 
no  right  to  strike  under  the  present  set- 
up, do  they,  under  the  Postal  Service  ar- 
rangement? 

Mr.  FONG.  There  Is  nothing  here  said 
about  the  right  to  strike. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Then  the 
threat  of  a  strike  would,  if  carried  into 
effect,  be  ar  violation  of  existing  law? 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes,  it  would  be. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  I  do  not  feel 
that  anyone  should  benefit  from  a  threat 
to  violate  the  law  of  the  land,  and  in  all 
candor  I  see  no  basis  for  giving  addi- 
tional compensation  to  people  in  a  quasi- 
public  corporation. 


POSTAL    REORGANIZATION    ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1975 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 


respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Okla- 
homa. 

The  Senator  will  suspend. 

Will  the  Senate  please  be  in  order? 
The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  entitled 
to  be  heard. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Joe  Heaton  and 
Ed  King  of  my  staff  be  accorded  the 
privilege  of  the  floor  during  considera- 
tion and  votes  on  H.R.  8603. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  order  in  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  Sen- 
ators please  take  their  seats  and  refrain 
from  conversation?  Those  wishing  to 
converse  will  please  retire  from  the 
Chamber. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  courtesy  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Hawaii. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mike 
Mishoe,  of  my  staff,  and  John  Napier,  of 
the  staff  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi- 
ciary, have  the  privilege  of  the  floor  dur- 
ing the  consideration  of  H.R.  8603. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Bob  Jerome,  of 
my  staff,  be  allowed  the  privilege  of  the 
floor  during  the  debate  and  vote  on  the 
postal  reorganization  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  _ 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Jimmy  Kolker, 
of  my  staff,  be  allowed  the  privilege  of 
the  floor  during  the  consideration  of  and 
voting  on  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Civil  Service  and  Post  Office 
in  his  position  endorsing  the  committee 
amendments  as  contained  in  H.R.  8603, 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976. 

As  stated  by  the  chairman  of  my  com- 
mittee, the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  pro- 
vide temporary  financial  relief  for  the 
hard-pressed  U.S.  Post  Office  Service. 

At  the  outset,  I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say 
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that,  based  on  my  nearly  17  years  of  serv- 
ice on  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  there  are  no  fast  and 
easy  answers  to  ail  the  Nation's  postal 
problems.  The  problems  of  the  Postal 
Service  are  tough,  complicated,  and 
changing.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are 
some  solutions  which  are  practical, 
reasonable,  and  attainable.  They  do  not 
promise  overnight  success,  but  neither  do 
they  shy  away  from  what  has  to  be  done 
now  to  save  the  postal  system. 

After  long  and  arduous  effort,  the 
Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil' Service  Com- 
mittee has  reported  H.R.  8603,  the  bill 
now  being  considered  by  the  Seriate. 
This  measure  gives  top  priority  attention 
to  the  immediate  financial  problems  of 
the  Postal  Service  and  at  the  same  time 
provides  the  basis  for  an  assessment  of 
the  longer  term  problems  we  are  likely  to 
face. 

FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

The  accumulated  operating  indebted- 
ness of  the  Postal  Service  stands  at 
almost  $1.5  billion  as  of  June  30,  1976. 
Operating  expenses  will  add  an  addi- 
tional $125  million  in  the  transition 
quarter  and  $500  million  in  fiscal  year 
1977.  This  total  of  $2,125  billion  for 
operating  indebtedness  through  the  end 
of  fiscal  year  1977  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  borrowings  made  for  capital  ex- 
penses which  are  expected  to  total  $2,808 
billion  through  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1977. 

To  address  this  problem,  during  the 
long  negotiations,  involving  Senator 
McGee,  our  counterparts  in  the  House, 
the  Postmaster  General,  and  representa- 
tives of  the  administration,  I  proposed 
a  mechanism  to  assist  the  Postal  Service 
to  alleviate  this  balance  sheet  problem 
while  the  Study  Commission  deliberates 
and  reports.  My  proposal  was  accepted  by 
all  parties  and  is  incorporated  in  this  bill. 

As  an  emergency  measure  to  reduce 
this  debt,  H.R.  8603,  would  authorize  a 
total  of  $1  billion — $500  million  to  be  ap- 
plied against  the  accumulated  operating 
debt  of  the  Postal  Service  as  of  Septem- 
ber 30,  1976,  and  $500  million  to  be  ap- 
plied as  of  September  30,  1977. 

These  funds  will  be  used  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reducing  the  Postal  Service's  out- 
standing operating  debt — that  is,  borrow- 
ings which  the  Postal  Service  has  already 
entered  into  for  maintains  operations. 
This  will  reduce  the  burden  on  the  Postal 
Service  of  having  to  carry  this  debt.  It 

will  not  be  used  as  an  operating  subsidy 
for  on-going  operations. 

In  requesting  the  appropriations  au- 
thorized, the  Postal  Service  would  be  re- 
quired to  submit  to  the  Senate  and  House 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees 


comprehensive  and  detailed  information 
on  its  budget;  postal  operations  gener- 
ally ;  and  estimates  of  total  spending  and 
revenues.  Congress  would,  therefore,  be 
fully  and  currently  consulted  and  in- 
formed on  postal  operations,  plans,  and 
policies. 

STUDY    COMMISSION 

H.R.  8603  proposes  the  formation  of  an 
independent  Commission  on  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  study  and  recommend  actions  to 
resolve  the  problems  facing  the  Postal 
Service.  It  would  make  recommendations 
on  wide-ranging  subject  areas,  without 
limits  as  to  any  particular  areas.  The 
Commission  of  12  members  is  to  file  its 
final  report  by  February  15,  1977. 

We  are  expecting  the  Commission  in 
the  course  of  its  review  to  address  such 
areas  as  the  appropriateness  of  current 
mail  service  levels,  the  role  of  special 
services  provided  to  various  types  of  mail- 
ers, and  the  impact  of  new  electronic 
communications  techniques,  all  of  which 
affect  the  cost  of  providing  mail  service 
acceptable  to  the  public  at  the  lowest 
cost.  The  Commission  should  also  ex- 
amine who  should  bear  the  cost  of  the 
various  potential  levels  of  postal  service. 

MORATORIUM 

While  the  Study  Commission  is  per- 
forming its  task  and  before  its  final  re- 
port is  submitted  next  February,  H.R. 
8603  would  impose  a  moratorium  on  pos- 
tal rate  increases  and  service  reductions. 

Specifically,  for  the  period  beginning 
with  the  appropriation  of  funds  author- 
ized by  the  bill  and  ending  next  Feb- 
ruary 15,  the  Postal  Service  would  be: 

Prohibited  from  having  in  effect  any 
permanent  or  temporary  postage  rate 
or  postal  service  fee  higher  than  those 
in  effect  on  the  date  H.R.  8603  is  en- 
acted; 

Prohibited  from  providing  lower  levels 
and  types  of  postal  services  than  those 
provided  on  July  1,  1976; 

Prohibited  from  closing  any  post  of- 
fice where  35  or  more  families  regularly 
receive  their  mail;  and 

Prohibited  from  closing  any  post  of- 
fice where  fewer  than  35  families  re- 
ceive their  mail,  unless  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice receives  the  written  consent  of  at 
least  60  percent  of  the  regular  patrons 
who  are  at  least  18  years  of  age. 

In  addition,  the  Postal  Service  would 
be  required  to  provide  door  or  curbline 
delivery  to  all  new  permanent  addresses, 
except  apartment  buildings,  until  the 
Study  Commission  reports. 

The  various  parts  of  the  "postal  pack- 
age" embodied  in  the  bill  were  the  prod- 
uct of  lengthy  hearings  and  negotia- 
tions. The  Senate  Committee  held  7  days 
of  public  hearings  in  recent  months  on 
the  proposed  legislation.  The  chairman 
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and  I,  as  the  ranking  minority  member, 
actively  sought  out  the  assistance  and 
participation  of  others  in  hammering 
out  an  acceptable  and  workable  legisla- 
tive proposal.  We  met  with  our  counter- 
parts in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  Postmaster  General,  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  and  the  White 
House.  What  eventually  developed  is  a 
proposal  which,  as  I  noted  earlier,  has 
the  approval  of  all  parties. 

The  administration's  views  on  the 
pending  bill  have  been  outlined  by  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  in  a 
letter  to  Chairman  McGee. 

Mr-  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  the  text  of  that  letter 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Ofhie   of  Management  and  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  18,  1976. 
Hon.  Gale  McGee, 

Chairman,  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee,  U.S.  Senate,  Washing- 
ton. DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  letter  confirms 
our  understandings  regarding  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  8603,  as  contained  in  Committee 
Print  No.  8  of  the  bill,  dated  June  16,  1976. 

The  Administration  is  prepared  to  accept 
legislation  and  to  transmit  a  request  to  the 
Congress  from  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  for 
the  funding  of  the  authorizations  provided 
for  under  section  2,  subject  to  the  passage 
of  a  bill  which  is  consistent  with  our  agree- 
ment. The  amounts  provided  for  under  the 
authorizations  will  be  applied  against  the 
Postal  Service's  accumulated  operating  In- 
debtedness and  used  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ducing that  outstanding  Indebtedness  as  of 
the  period  ending  September  30,  1976,  and 
the  period  ending  September  30,  1977.  These 
amounts  will  not  be  used  directly  for  cov- 
ering current  operating  expenses  or  deficits. 

In  addition,  the  mandate  of  the  Commis- 
sion on  Postal  Service,  established  under  sec- 
tion 7,  will  be  broadened  and  the  Commission 
charged  to  identify  and  study  the  problems 
facing  the  Postal  Service  and  to  recommend 
actions  to  be  taken  to  resolve  those  prob- 
lems. While  the  Commission  should  not  be 
limited  to  any  particular  subject  area,  we 
would  expect  it  to  look  into  such  matters 
as:  the  appropriateness  of  current  mail 
service  levels  including  the  services  available 
to  various  types  of  mailers,  the  nature  and 
extent  of  any  "public  service"  aspect  of 
postal  operations,  the  status  of  the  private 
express  statutes,  and  postal  policies  with  re- 
gard to  personnel  levels  and  employee  com- 
pensation. We  are  also  concerned  that  the 
Commission  look  into  the  future  implica- 
tions of  changes  in  electronic  communica- 
tion technology  and  what  impact  these  will 
have  on  postal  operations. 

The  Administration's  agreement  is  pre- 
mised on  these  two  important  principles. 

We  would  like  to  express  our  reservations 
about  the  composition  of  the  Commission's 
membership,  as  amended  by  the  Committee. 
While  we  can  appreciate  the  concerns  ex- 
pressed for  adding  members  to  the  Commis- 
sion to  reflect  the  views  of  the  postal  labor 


force,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  appropri- 
ate to  designate  two  such  representatives'  to 
a  Commission  of  only  ten  members.  Further, 
we  believe  that  adding  specific  members 
from  the  labor  force  is  inconsistent  with 
the  action  taken  to  eliminate  postal  man- 
agement's voting  representation  on  the  Com- 
mission. We  believe  that  a  Commission 
named  jointly  and  equally  by  the  President 
and  the  Congress  can  deal  with  all  of  the 
postal  problems  without  having  to  bring 
specific  viewpoints  to  the  membership. 

We  note  that  during  the  period  of  the 
study,  current  postal  policies  will  remain  in 
force.  Since  the  Commission  is  to  look  into 
the  basic  problems  facing  the  Postal  Service, 
there  should  be  no  changes  in  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  which  preempt  the  Com- 
mission's review  of  current  postal  policies 
or  changes  which  compromise  the  independ- 
ent status  of  the  Postal  Service  by  placing 
restrictions  on  postal  operating  flexibility 
that  are  unacceptable  to  the  Postmaster 
General.  In  this  regard,  we  understand  that 
the  Committee  has  reached  an  agreement 
with  the  Postmaster  General. 

I  hope  that  the  above  information  will  be 
helpful  in  clarifying  the  Administration's 
position. 

Sincerely, 

.  Daniel  P.  Kearney, 

Associate  Director  for 
Economics  and  Government. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  "postal  package"  was 
reported  favorably  by  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee 8  to  1.  It  is  a  bill  which  combines 
the  ideas  of  those  who  have  worked  hard 
to  meet  the  realistic  problems  of  the 
Postal  Service.  It  is  designed  to  reconcile 
the  disparate  views  of  the  parties,  with 
the  full  realization  that  no  one  person's 
judgment  is  necessarily  the  best  or  final 
answer  to  the  problems  at  hand.  It  is  a 
compromise  in  the  highest  sense  of  the 
word.  But  most  important,  if  the  pro- 
posed legislation  is  passed  as  it  is,  with- 
out any  changes,  it  can  and  will  become 
law  soon — the  sooner  the  better  because 
of  the  severe  strains  under  which  the 
Postal  Service  is  currently  operating. 

I  wish  to  underscore  the.  seriousness  of 
the  problems  facing  the  Postal  Service, 
and  therefore,  the  necessity  for  early 
action  to  relieve  the  mounting  pressure 
on  the  postal  system. 

BACKGROUND 

I  believe  a  brief  review  of  how  the 
Postal  Service  got  where  it  is  today  might 
be  helpful  in  understanding  the  ap- 
proach we  have  taken  in  H.R.  8603. 

When  the  Postal  Service  was  created 
as  an  independent  establishment  of  the 
executive  branch  by  the  Postal  Reor- 
ganization Act  of  1970,  there  were  high 
expectations  for  its  success.  The  reor- 
ganization was  recommended  by  a 
Presidential  Commission  appointed  to 
study  the  causes  of  major  breakdowns  in 
postal  operations  in  the  1960's. 

The  Commission  believed,  that  if  postal 
management  were  freed  from  the  operat- 
ing constraints  that  plagued  the  old  Post 
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Office  Department,  it  would  be  able  to 
overcome  its  problems  and  operate  the 
system  in  a  more  business-like  manner. 
It  was  predicted  that,  through  improved 
performance,  substantial  cost  savings 
would  result — so  substantial  that  the 
Postal  Service  would  achieve  financial 
self-sufficiency  by  1984.  Postal  rates  were 
to  be  adjusted  upward  until  they  covered 
costs,  and  subsidies  to  all  classes  of  mail 
thus  were  phased  out.  It  was  even  con- 
sidered possible  that  there  would  no 
longer  be  a  need  for  the  Congress  to  ap- 
propriate funds  to  cover  so-called  pub- 
lic service  costs — those  costs  associated 
with  providing  service  in  communities 
where  the  post  office  is  not  deemed  to  be 
self-sustaining.  Persuaded  by  these  argu- 
ments, Congress  overwhelmingly  ap- 
proved the  reorganization  act. 

These  optimistic  expectations  have  nJt^ 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  Office,  and  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice itself  place  most  of  the  blame  for  the 
Service's  poor  financial  performance 
since  reorganization  upon  three  factors — 
inflationary  cost  increases,  a  slow  rate- 
making  process,  and  a  stagnant  mail 
volume. 

A  report  by  the  Senate  Budget  Com- 
mittee staff  summarized  the  causes  for 
the  financial  problems  as  follows: 

First,  the  Postal  Service  is  highly  labor 
Intensive  (salaries  are  86%  of  operating  ex- 
penses) ,  and  between  July  of  1971  and  March 
of  1976  the  typical  annual  salary  payment 
rose  64%;  this  compares  with  an  increase  of 
41%  in  equivalent  civil  service  salaries.  Sec- 
ond, the  1970  Act's  projection  of  a  financially 
self-sufficient  postal  service  was  premised 
upon  timely  rate  increases  to  cover  increas- 
ing costs;  but  the  six-month  delay  (in  1975) 
in  enacting  the  most  recent  increase  (cost 
in  revenue  lost  was  $1.4  billion)  is  typical 
of  the  speed  of  the  process.  Third,  partly 
due  to  the  deterrent  effect  of  higher  rates, 
the  growth  in  mail  volume  has  slowed  con- 
siderably and  caused  the  Postal  Service's 
revenue  projections  to  fall  far  short  of  ex- 
pectations. For  example,  in  1968  the  Kappel 
Commission  had  projected  1975  mail  volume 
at  110  billion  pieces;  and  in  February  of  1975 
the  GAO  projected  It  at  93.1  billion  pieces; 
actual  1975  volume  was  89.3  billion  pieces. 

An  impartial,  thorough  evaluation  of 
the  performance  of  the  Postal  Service 
was  completed  in  March  this  year  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  In  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  the  GAO — which  has 
issued  160  reports  on  a  wide  range  of 
postal  topics  during  the  Postal  Service's 
existence — summarized  its  evaluation  as 
follows : 

Mail  delivery  standards,  as  established 
by  the  Postal  Service,  are  generally  be- 
ing met; 

Rates  may  be  getting  close  to  the  un- 
acceptable level; 

Self-sufficiency  has  not  been  attained 
and  there  are  no  immediate  prospects  of 
doing  so;  and 


The  lot  of  the  postal  employee  has  been 
greatly  improved. 

This  forthright  assessment  of  the 
Postal  Service  leaves  much  room  for  im- 
provement in  certain  areas.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  it  is  a  long  step  forward 
in  comparison  with  the  old  Post  Office 
Department  that  was  in  deep  trouble  be- 
fore it  was  replaced. 

In  view  of  its  long  and  close  monitor- 
ing of  the  postal  system — which  is  more 
extensive  than  that  by  any  other 
agency — the  GAO's  position  on  legisla- 
tion*" to  deal  with  the  Postal  Service's 
problems  is  important.  The  GAO  believes 
the  Postal  Service  needs  financial  relief; 
it  endorses  expediting  the  ratemaking 
process;  and  it  supports  the  establish- 
ment of  an  independent  postal  study 
commission.  In  general,  H.R.  8603,  now 
before  the  Senate,  embodies  the  type  of 
legislation  recommended  by  the  GAO. 

WHY     H.R.     8603     SHOULD     BE     PASSED     NOW 

H.R.  8603  is  a  carefully  balanced  and 
thoroughly  considered  measure.  It  has 
the  overwhelming,  favorable  recom- 
mendation of  the  Senate  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee.  It  has  the  en- 
dorsement of  postal  committee  leaders 
in  the  House.  It  is  legislation  urgently 
desired  by  the  Postmaster  General,  and 
generally  by  the  postal  unions  and  the 
rank  and  file  employees.  And  the  bill  is 
acceptable  in  its  present  form  to  the 
administration,  without  whose  support 
it  is  unlikely  this  type  of  postal  legisla- 
tion can  be  enacted  into  law. 

This  legislation  provides  a  "breathing 
spell"  which  will  pave  the  way  for  serious 
and  thoughtful  deliberations  which 
would  not  be  possible  for  Congress  dur- 
ing the  limited  time  remaining  in  this 
election  year.  Hence,  we  implore  our  col- 
leagues to  withhold  their  amendments  to 
this  bill  until  next  session,  when  more 
time  will  be  available  for  thorough  and 
careful  consideration  of  them. 

I  repeat:  Because  of  the  shortness  of 
time  remaining  in  this  election  year  ses- 
sion of  Congress,  I  hope  every  effort  will 
be  made  to  forgo  amending  the  bill  be- 
fore us.  Not  only  will  this  assure  early 
enactment  of  H.R.  8603;  this  bill  may 
be  the  only  acceptable  measure,  and  this 
is  the  last  opportunity  this  year  for  Con- 
gress and  the  administration  to  work  out 
urgent  legislation  to  save  the  Nation's 
postal  system. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  swift  ap- 
proval of  H.R.  8603. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

UP   AMENDMENT   NO.    366 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk.  I  ask 
for  its  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  second  assistant  legislative  clerk 
read  as  follows: 
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rne  Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Ran- 
dolph) proposes  an  imprinted  amendment 
numbered   366. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Section  404  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  Inserting  "(a)" 
immediately  before  "Without"  and  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
section: 

"(b)  (1)  The  Postal  Service,  prior  to  mak- 
ing a  determination  under  subsection  (a) 
(3)  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  closing  or  con- 
solidation of  any  post  office,  shall  provide 
adequate  notice  of  its  intention  to  close  or 
consolidate  such  post  office  at  least  60  days 
prior  to  the  proposed  date  of  such  closing  or 
consolidation  to  persons  served  by  such  post 
office  to  insure  that  such  persons  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  present  their  views. 

"(2)  The  Postal  Service,  in  making  a  de- 
termination whether  or  not  to  close  or  con- 
solidate a  post  office,  shall  consider — 

"(A)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consoli- 
dation on  the  community  served  by  such 
post  office; 

"(B)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consoli- 
dation on  employees  of  the  Postal  Service 
employed  at  such  office; 

"(C)  whether  such  closing  or  consolida- 
tion is  consistent  with  the  policy  of  the 
Government,  as  stated  in  section  101(b)  of 
this  title,  that  the  Postal  Service  shall  pro- 
vide a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and  regu- 
lar postal  services  to  rural  areas,  communi- 
ties, and  small  towns  where  post  offices  are 
not  self-sustaining; 

"iD)  the  economic  savings  of  the  Postal 
Service  resulting  from  such  closing  or  con- 
solidation; and 

"(E)  such  other  factors  as  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice determines  are  necessary. 

"(3)  Any  determination  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office  shall 
be  in  writing  and  shall  include  the  findings 
of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the  con- 
siderations required  to  be  made  under  para- 
graph (2).  Such  determination  and  finding 
shall  be  made  available  to  persons  served  by 
such  post  office. 

"(4)  The  Postal  Service  shall  take  no  ac- 
tion to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office  until 
60  days  after  its  written  determination  is 
made  available  to  persons  served  by  such 
post  office. 

"(5)  A  determination  of  the  Postal  Service 
to  close  or  consolidate  any  post  office  may  be 
appealed  to  any  court  of  appeals  of  the 
United  States  within  30  days  after  such  de- 
termination is  made  available  to  persons 
served  by  such  post  office  under  paragraph 
(3).  The  court  shall  review  such  determina- 
tion on  the  basis  of  the  record  before  the 
Postal  Service  in  the  making  of  such  deter- 
mination. The  court  shall  hold  unlawful  and 
set  aside  any  determination,  findings,  and 
conclusions  found  to  be — 

"(A)  arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion, or  otherwise  not  in  accordance  with 
the  law; 

"(B)  without  observance  of  procedure  re- 
quired by  law;  or 


"(C)  unsupported  by  substantial  evidence 
on  the  record. 

The  court  may  affirm  the  determination  or 
order  that  the  entire  matter  be  returned  for 
further  consideration,  but  the  court  may  not 
modify  the  determination.  The  court  may 
suspend  the  effectiveness  of  the  determina- 
tion until  final  disposition  of  the  suit  by  the 
court.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  oa  the  day  after,  the  date  on 
which  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service 
transmits  its  final  report  under  section  7(f) 
(1)  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  eight  sections  in  the  pending  bill, 
as  reported  from  the  committee  to  the 
Senate.  I  seek  to  add  a  ninth  section, 
section  9.  In  that  amendment,  I  would, 
in  a  sense,  be  supplementing  the  mora- 
torium which  is  contained  in  the  bill  as 
reported  from  the  committee.  Under  the 
present  moratorium  on  the  closing  of  post 
offices — the  smaller  offices  really,  that  is 
the  problem  in  the  rural  areas  of  the 
country — there  would  be  no  action  taken 
until  the  15th  of  February  1977.  Begin- 
ning on  the  16th  of  February,  my  amend- 
ment, if  it  is  adopted,  would  move  into 
another  area.  I  think  there  is  a  very  real 
reason  to  go  beyond  just  the  moratorium 
which  is  contained  on  page  28  of  the  bill, 
H.R.  8603,  which  is  pending  in  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Under  this  amendment,  the  Postal 
Service,  prior  to  a  determination  on  the 
closing  or  consolidation  of  any  post  office, 
would  permit  patrons  the  opportunity  to 
present  their  views  on  such  a  proposed 
closing.  This  insures  that  these  postal 
patrons  have  the  opportunity  to  make 
their  views  known — in  actuality,  to  be 
participants  in  the  process  of  either  con- 
tinuing the  office  or  having  the  office 
ultimately  closed.  Sixty  days  of  advance 
notice  would  be  given  to  postal  patrons. 
In  making  the  determination  of 
whether  or  not  to  close  or  to  consolidate 
a  post  office,  the  Postal  Service  would 
have  to  consider  oral  and  written  testi- 
mony that  would  be  presented.  The  effect 
that  the  closing  or  consolidation  of  a 
post  office  has  on  the  community  must 
be  a  part  of  the  determination  and  must 
be  considered.  The  effect  on  the  em- 
ployees who  are  working  in  that  post 
office  would  also  be  a  consideration. 

I  understand  that  the  Postal  Service 
will  be  interested — and  properly  so — in 
the  provision  dealing  with  economic  sav- 
ings resulting  from  such  a  closing. 

Our  amendment,  the  amendment  I 
present,  reiterates  the  need  for  consist- 
ency in  carrying  out  the  intent  of  the 
present  statute. 

I  am  not  going  to  say  that  the  Postal 
Service  is  presently  in  violation  of  the 
law.  But  the  language  of  section  101  <b» 
of  title  39  of  the  United  States  Code,  Mr. 
President,  requires  the  Postal  Service  to 
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provide  a  maximum  degree  of  effective 
and  regular  postal  services  to  rural 
areas,  communities,  small  towns  where 
post  offices  are  not  self-sustaining. 

There  are  small  post  offices,  we  know, 
that  are  not  self-sustaining.  But,  very 
frankly,  the  Postal  Service  itself  as  a 
whole  is  not  self-sustaining.  In  this  bill 
there  is  a  request,  of  course,  for  money 
from  Congress  so  as  to  carry  forward 
the  postal  services.  It  is  $1  billion  to  be 
exact. 

But  I  refer  here  to  the  small  towns — 
and  I  emphasize  this — the  rural  areas, 
these  communities  in  the  countryside 
where  these  offices  are  not  self-sustain- 
ing. They  in  many,  many  instances  must 
be  maintained. 

At  the  completion  of  the  review,  my 
amendment  would  require  the  Postal 
Service  to  place  in  writing  its  findings, 
which  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
patrons,  the  persons,  served  by  that  post 
office.  No  action  to  close  or  consolidate  a 
post  office  would  be  permitted  until  60 
days  after  this  written  determination  is 
made  and,  of  course,  announced  or  de- 
livered to  the  patrons. 

If  the  patrons  of  that  office  disagree 
with  the  determination  to  close  that 
office  at  a  certain  time  or  to  consolidate 
that  office,  an  appeal  procedure  is  in- 
cluded in  my  amendment  which  goes  to 
the  courts  for  a  decision. 

The  amendment,  I  believe,  is  a  very 
meritorious  approach  to  this  problem. 

We  have  a  letter,  as  I  discussed  ear- 
lier with  the  able  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, from  the  Postmaster  General, 
Mr.  Bailar,  in  which  he  says  he  has  no 
intention  of  closing  these  offices  of  the 
type  that  I  mentioned,  pending  action 
on  this  legislation,  H.R.  8603  and  this 
moratorium  which  runs  until  February 
15.  But  I  want  to  go  beyond  that. 

I  think  it  is  necessary  to  go  beyond 
that  and  set  up  a  permanent  procedure. 
I  think  the  amendment  should  be 
adopted. 

I  would  really  hope  that  the  managers 
of  the  bill  would  agree  to  this  amend- 
ment. I  think  it  does  no  harm  to  the 
measure  as  reported  from  the  commit- 
tee. It  is  a  further  assurance,  let  us  say, 
to  these  small  post  offices  in  the  rural 
areas  that  there  will  be  set  procedures 
on  closings. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
seeks  recognition? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  say  for  the  record  that  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
a  member  of  the  committee,  and  I  have 
discussed  this  at  some  length.  There  is 
indeed  a  very  legitimate  and  deep  con- 
cern in  the  point  that  the  Senator's 
amendment  would  make  in  terms  of  pro- 
tecting the  small  local  communities  and 
their  post  offices,  and  we  all  are  in  that 
camp. 


We  think  there  is  a  place  for  the  small 
post  office  that  far  exceeds  just  the  ma- 
terial factor  of  postal  service. 

The  problem  that  this  amendment 
poses  for  the  committee  is  simply  the 
agreement  that  we  put  together  to  make 
it  possible  to  hold  the  line  against  postal 
closings,  against  rate  increases,  against 
service  cut-backs,  and  that  has  all  been 
nailed  down  with  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral, with  the  White  House  and  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  and  that  is  the 
basis  for  the  compromise  agreement  that 
we  have  here. 

None  of  us  are  exceedingly  proud  of 
it.  It  was  the  best  that  we  could  get  in 
order  to  hold  the  line  until  we  opened 
wide,  with  no  holds  barred,  the  whole 
question  of  the  Postal  Service  as  soon  as 
everybody  gets  out  of  this  particularly 
busy  political  year. 

So  I  oppose  the  amendment  with  re- 
luctance, I  say  to  my  colleague,  but  I 
feel  honor  bound  as  one  of  those  in- 
volved in  trying  to  find  a  common  de- 
nominator agreement  by  which  we  can 
avoid  postal  closings  the  remainder  of 
the  interval  to  the  15th  of  February  as 
included  in  the  compromise  or  avoid 
further  cutbacks  in  services  or  avoid  new 
increases  in  rates.  There  was  no  other 
way  we  could  nail  that  because  of  the 
many  factors  involved. 

On  that  ground  I  would  say  with  re- 
luctance that  I  would  have  to  oppose 
the  Senator's  proposal  at  this  time  be- 
cause it  does  change  the  mechanism 
which  was  a  part  of  the  operation  in- 
volved in  the  machinery  under  the 
present  postal  law. 

The  other  thing  is  we  have  from  the 
Postmaster  General  that  letter  which 
Senator  Randolph  and  I  have  agreed 
should  be  in  the  Record  at  this  point  or 
at  an  earlier  point  in  this  colloquy,  and 
that  should  be  a  sufficient  assurance  to 
protect  us  from  closings,  to  try  to  put 
in  a  mechanism  that  would  protect 
against  future  closings  after  the  15th 
of  February  which  would  be  properly 
involved  in  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  and  the  will  of  Congress  as 
it  proceeds  to  legislate  its  will  upon  re- 
ceipt of  the  Commission's  special  re- 
port as  envisioned  by  the  President. 

So  on  those  terms — and  I  think  the 
Senator  understands  this  fully — the 
committee  would  have  to  oppose  the 
amendment  at  this  point  in  time.  It 
properly  belongs  as  soon  as  the  report 
is  made  to  the  Congress  on  the  Postal 
Service. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  the  chairman's  argument.  I 
think  he  is  in  error  in  indicating  that 
this  amendment  would  seem  to  throw 
out  the  arrangaments  that  have  been 
made  with  the  committee,  the  ranking 
minority  member  and  the  able  chair- 
man, the  Postal  Service  and  the  admini- 
stration. 
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Yet  I  would  remind  him  that  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  I  had  no  such  agree- 
ment. I  do  not  want  to  be  misunder- 
stood. I  have  felt  in  doing  this  I  am 
really  helping  in  a  sense  the  situation. 
It  is  my  desire  to  establish  a  mechanism, 
which  is  a  very  simple  one.  It  is  not  in- 
volved, and  I  think  Members  of  Con- 
gress, the  Senate,  and,  hopefully,  the 
House  would  look  with  favor  on  the 
amendment. 

I  would  hope  that  the  chairman  -would 
decide  not  to  table  the  amendment  or 
offer  such  a  motion,  but  would  give  us 
an  opportunity  here  to  vote  the  amend- 
ment either  up  or  down. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  have  no  objection  to 
offering  or  to  voting  any  kind  of  amend- 
ment up  or  down.  I  think  under  the 
preconditions  in  which  the  committee 
brought  forth  this  unhappy  child,  which 
is  the  compromise,  it  is  no  man's  child, 
or  is  the  product  of  many  efforts. 

In  the  words  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  who  just 
walked  in,  it  is  the  art  of  the  possible. 
It  is  the  art  of  the  possible  and  it  is  as 
simple  as  that. 

If  this  amendment  were  to  be  adopted 
by  the  will  of  the  Congress  in  whatever 
way  we  care  to  vote  this  afternoon,  it 
would  require  a  veto  under  the  terms  of 
the  compromise  that  was  negotiated. 

With  all  of  the  amendments  in  the 
proposal,  I  think  a  great  many  Members 
of  Congress  think  it  is  a  sort  of  thing 
that  should  be  in  the  new  postal  system. 
But  our  limitation  here,  may  I  say  to  my 
colleagues,  is  that  anything  that  goes 
beyond  the  15th  of  February,  beyond  the 
terminal  point  for  the  Commission  that 
is  to  be  appointed  if  this  is  adopted, 
prejudges  whatever  that  Commission 
should  choose  to  report. 

Second,  depending  upon  what  Con- 
gress legislates,  it  likewise  sticks  out 
alone  as  a  factor  that  may  not  be  rele- 
vant when  a  new  system  is  put  together. 
We  do  not  know  and  we  dare  not 
prejudge. 

So  I  feel  compelled  to  have  to  move  to 
table  on  that  ground,  as  a  matter  of 
honor,  because  of  the  commitment  made 
to  work  out  a  compromise. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  cannot  walk  into  this 
Chamber  without  somehow  becoming 
involved. 

Mr.  McGEE.  So  what  is  new? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  But  I  will  say  this.  I 
think  the  plan  being  suggested  by  my 
good  friend,  Senator  Hollings,  would  be 
a  better  answer  to  this  problem  if  we 
could  achieve  it. 

If  we  could  possibly  achieve  it,  I  think 
it  is  a  better  answer. 


Let  us  face  it.  This  transition  to  pri- 
vacy, or  private  venture  on  the  part  of 
the  Post  Office,  has  been  a  disaster.  In 
my  humble  opinion,  it  has  been  a 
disaster. 

Here  we  are,  after  all  these  grandiose 
promises  that  were  made,  let  us  run  as 
a  private  venture,  it  will  not  cost  the 
taxpayers  any  money.  That  has  fallen 
flat  on  its  face.  Here  we  are  talking 
about  appropriating  either  $500  million 
or  $1  billion,  and  it  has  been  conceded 
that  even  $1  billion  will  not  take  care 
,  jf  the  problem.  That  is  where  it  stands 

ILOW. 

But  we  have  been  told  very  flatly  and 
very  clearly  that  if  the  Hollings  amend- 
ment is  agreed  to,  in  all  probability  there 
would  be  a  veto. 

Practically  everybody  who  works  for 
the  Post  Office  has  been  aroused  over 
the  fact.  I  have  been  receiving  a  lot  of 
mail  like  everybody  else. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  the  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, has  taken  the  position — and  he  has 
worked  out  this  compromise — that  this 
is  not  the  end  of  the  problem,  this  is  not 
the  ultimate  solution  to  the  problem,  but 
this  will  stay  until  we  have  an  election 
of  a  President. 

Naturally,  if  Mr.  Ford  is  reelected,  in 
all  probability  we  might  have  to  do  it 
his  way.  On  the  other  hand,  if  Mr.  Car- 
ter is  elected  President  of  the  United 
States,  I  think  we  ought  to  give  him  a 
chance  to  take  a  good  look  at  it. 

This  would  be,  more  or  less,  a  respite 
or  an  interlude  between  the  disaster  and 
the  hope.  That  is  about  all  we  have  here, 
a  hope. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  May  I  comment, 
while  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is 
in  the  Chamber? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  We  are  considering 
an  amendment  I  have  offered,  which  is 
not  the  overall  program  of  the  able  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina.  But  I  am 
simply  trying  to  insure  that  the  smaller 
post  offices  of  the  United  States  in  the 
rural  areas  of  the  countryside,  the  very 
small  towns,  are  not  closed. 

I  am  not  going  into  other  issues. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  when  we  had  the  conference  on 
this  matter,  I  was  made  to  understand 
that  the  purpose  of  this  respite  was  to 
insure  these  post  offices  would  not  be 
closed  down.  That  is  the  reason  why  we 
are  putting  up  the  money,  to  make  sure 
that  that  will  not  happen.  If  my  under- 
standing is  incorrect,  I  would  like  to  be 
corrected  on  it. 

But  the  point  here  is  that  there  is  no 
need  trying  to  shake  down  this  com- 
promise through  fear,  because  if  we  do, 
we  might  jeopardize  getting  this  relief 
which  must  be  granted  at  this  time.  I  say 
frankly,  put  up  the  money  or  the  price 
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oi  tne  stamp  is  going  up. 

The  public  is  going  to  be  aroused  and 
we  are  all  going  to  be  deluged  with  mail. 
There  is  no  question  about  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Is  the  Senator  through? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  just  wish  to  say- 
that  I  think  the  President  would  sign  the 
bill  if  my  amendment  is  included. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Postmaster  General 
recommended  it  not  be  signed  if  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment  is  included. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  can  understand. 

I  think  I  have  proven  in  38  years  in 
the  Congress  my  belief  in  a  postal  service 
that  functions  and  of  a  postal  service 
that  is  strong.  I  will  not  go  into  all  that. 

I  would  not  offer  something  that  is  "a 
tearing  apart  proposal." 

I  am  really  disappointed  that  the  able 
Senator  will  not  accept  this  situation  as 
a  real  way  in  which  we  can  establish  a 
procedure  after  February  15.  This  does 
not  go  to  all  the  options  of  the  bill  as  a 
whole. 

I  would  be  very  surprised,  in  fact  I 
would  be  shocked,  if  an  amendment  of 
this  kind,  a  very  simple  amendment,  a 
very  easily  understood  amendment,  a 
modus  operandi  that  is  very  plain  in  giv- 
ing people  a  chance  to  be  heard  for  60 
days,  is  something  that  would  tear  apart 
this  agreement. 

I  cannot  believe  that  is  true. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Their  view  is,  very  seri- 
ously, that  it  is  because  it  starts  after  the 
15th  of  February  and  prejudges  an  area 
of  improved  procedure  that  the  Commis- 
sion is  supposed  to  make  a  judgment  on 
in  terms  of  its  overall  approach  to  the 
problem.  Therefore,  they  really  feel  very 
strongly  that  we  should  not  try  to  freeze 
that  beyond  the  restructuring.  We  do  not 
know  what  the  total  restructuring  may 
be.  It  may  have  no  relationship  to  this 
in  any  way,  even  the  restructuring  made 
to  use  some  other  division  of  the  problem 
of  the  Postal  Service. 

So  that  is  the  only  reason,  and  it  is 
with  reluctance  I  have  to  keep  insisting 
that  this  falls  into  the  category  of  those 
changes  in  the  mechanism,  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  prejudgment,  before  the  report, 
would  be  done  violence  to. 

Mr.  FONG.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 
ment goes  far  beyond  anything  we  have. 
This  amendment  really  ties  the  hands 
of  the  Postmaster  General. 

Before  he  can  close  a  post  office  or  con- 
solidate a  post  office,  he  has  to  go  through 
a  lot  of  actions. 

Let  us  look  at  what  he  has  to  go 
through  before  he  can  close  or  consoli- 
date a  post  office  forever.  If  this  amend- 
ment goes  through,  it  is  forever.  It  is  not 
tied  to  that  period  where  we  await  the 
report  of  the  Commission. 

If  he  wants  to  close  or  consolidate  a 


post  office,  he  has  to  give  bU  days'  notice 
to  the  patrons. 

The  Postal  Service,  in  making  a  deter- 
mination of  whether  or  not  to  close  or 
consolidate  a  post  office,  shall  consider: 

(a)  The  effect  of  such  closing  or  consoli- 
dation on  a  community  served  by  such  post 
office. 

(b)  The  effect  of  such  closing  or  consoli- 
dation on  employees  of  the  Postal  Service 
employed  at  such  offices. 

There  is  no  question,  if  we  close  or  con- 
solidate the  post  office,  it  will  affect  the 
employees. 

(c)  Whether  such  closing  or  consolidation 
is  consistent  with  a  policy  of  the  Govern- 
ment associated  in  section  10(b)  of  this  title, 
that  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  a  maxi- 
mum degree  of  effective  and  regular  postal 
service  to  rural  areas  and  small  towns  where 
they  are  self-sustaining. 

That  is  in  the  present  law. 

The  economic  savings  to  the  Postal 
Service  resulting  from  such  closing  or 
consolidation  are  considered,  and  then, 
the  Postal  Service  has  to  weigh  such' 
other  factors  as  they  determine  are  nec- 
essary. Determination  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  close  or  consolidate  post  offices 
shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  include  the 
findings  of  the  Postal  Service. 

I  have  no  objection  to  that. 

If  the  Postmaster  should  decide  that 
he  will  close  a  station,  he  can  be  taken 
to  court.  When  we  passed  the  postal  re- 
organization bill  we  wanted  to  give  the 
Postmaster  a  free  hand,  but  we  told  him 
to  follow  certain  guidelines  in  these  small' 
post  offices,  and  he  should  not  go  helter 
skelter  in  closing  post  offices  willy-nilly. 
I  think  he  has  been  pretty  fair  and  rea- 
sonable in  closing  and  consolidating  post 
offices.  In  this  amendment  he  can  be 
taken  to  court  for  a  decision  as  to  wheth- 
er it  was  right  for  him  to  close  a  post 
office  or  not.  The  court  could  reverse  him. 

On  one  hand,  we  are  trying  to  make 
the  post  office  an  efficient  organization. 
We  say  it  is  losing  money,  that  it  has 
to  be  more  efficient,  that  they  should 
consolidate  some  of  the  post  offices.  For 
the  period  between  the  time  when  this 
bill  is  enacted  and  the  Postal  Commis- 
sion comes  and  reports  its  findings,  there 
will  be  no  closing  of  any  post  office  that 
has  more  than  35  patrons.  For  any  post 
office  that  has  less  than  35  patrons,  if  60 
percent  over  18  years  of  age  say  no,  they 
cannot  close  the  post  office.  We  have 
gone  pretty  far  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  promised  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

I  would  ask  the  distinguished  chair- 
man about  the  agreement,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  since  it  is  so  precise,  so  as  not 
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even  to  allow  a  clarifying  and  what  I 
would  deem  to  be  a  very  worthy  amend- 
ment with  respect  to  closings.  This  is  the 
same  as  the  intent  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  that  the  small  post  offices 
would  be  protected.  Yet  the  agreement 
he  has  firmed  up  between  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  House,  which  is  before 
the  Senate,  I  think  in  fairness  to  my  col- 
leagues should  be  made  clear.  The  agree- 
ment' is  so  precise  and  exact  that  we 
cannot  have  the  kind  of  an  amendment 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  would  ordi- 
narily agree  to,  as  presented  by  Senator 
Randolph.  For  my  information,  and  for 
the  information  of  my  colleagues,  with 
whom  did  the  Senator  talk  in  the  ad- 
ministration to  bind  the  administration? 

Mr.  McGEE.  At  the  request  of  the 
President,  Mr.  Jim  Lynn,  of  the  OMB, 
was  the  official  spokesman  and  the  run- 
ner with  the  various  terms  in  the  nego- 
tations  between  the  White  House  and 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  Senator  did  not 
talk  to  the  President  himself? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Not  on  each  *  of  these 
points.  We  have  had  conversations  with 
the  President  that  go  back  a  long  time 
on  the  broad  postal  measure,  but  this 
has  nothing  to  do  with  hammering  down 
the  details  of  this  particular  agreement. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  When  last  did  the 
distinguished  chairman  discuss  postal 
affairs  with  the  President? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  think  the  last  conver- 
sation we  had  in  the  Oval  Office,  ex- 
cluding any  informal  meeting  socially, 
would  have  been  at  the  time  of  the 
hearings  last  winter. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  So  the  Senator  has 
not  heard  directly  from  the  President? 

Mr.  McGEE.  As  directly  as  we  need  to 
hear  by  the  man  we  all  agreed  would 
carry  the  messages.  The  President  had 
two  or  three  other  problems  confronting 
him  all  during  this  interval  and  could  not 
afford  to  have  us  sit  down  and  discuss 
each  participle  that  we  stuck  in  the 
agreement.  Therefore,  he  requested  that 
that  Mr.  Jim  Lynn  transfer  those  mes- 
sages and  translate  the  President's  in- 
tent. Ours  were  then  sent  back  to  Mr. 
Lynn  who  then  met  with  the  President 
and  brought  back  the  direct  communica- 
tion from  the  President. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  But  there  are  certain 
facts  that  cannot  be  disregarded.  The 
difficulty  of  the  Postmaster  General  him- 
self to  talk  with  the  President  on  postal 
affairs  is  well  known.  In  fact,  he  testi- 
fied before  our  committee.  When  was 
that,  in  April  or  May? 

Mr.  McGEE.  He  testified  to  that  ef- 
fect in  March. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  He  testified  that  he 
had  called  the  President  and  the  OMB 
intermittently,  the  White  House  and  the 


Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  some 
eight  times  without  even  a  return  of  his 
calls.  Since  that  time  presumably,  the 
Postmaster  General  has  gotten  In  touch 
with  OMB  and  they,  in  turn,  told  the 
chairman  they  negotiated  with  the 
President? 

Mr.  McGEE.' And  he  also  testified  that 
he  had  a  conversation  with  the 
President. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  But  the  chairman  has 
not  talked  with  him  since  last  winter? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  session  was  had 
with  the  President  as  to  what  we  could 
get  through  with  respect  to  law  and 
change. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Now  this  agreement 
would  not  allow  even  as  simple  an 
amendment  as  that  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia.  With  whom  did 
the  chairman  speak  and  negotiate  the 
so-called  compromise  on  the  House  side? 

Mr.  McGEE.  On  the  House  side  the 
discussions  involved  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee, Mr.  Henderson;  the  ranking 
minority  member,  Mr.  Derwinski,  and 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 
from  the  Postal  Operations  Subcommit- 
tee. They  were  the  ones  who  were  rep- 
resented in  these  negotiations. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  And  the  chairman 
talked  with  those  three  Members,  fully 
aware 

Mr.  McGEE.  Four  House  Members. 
The  two  on  each  of  the  full  committee 
and  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Two  being  Mr.  Hen- 
derson and  Mr.  Derwinski.  Who  were 
the  other  two? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Jim  Hanley  and  Albert 
Johnson. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  And  tl.e  distinguished 
chairman  was  fully  aware  at  the  time 
he  had  those  conversations  that  they  had 
made  a  similar  proposal  to  what  is  now 
in  the  so-called  compromise  to  the  House 
on  two  occasions  and  had  that  voted 
down,  is  that  correct?  Let  us  get  one 
point  at  a  time.  It  is  very  difficult.  I  have 
been  here  since  early  this  morning  and 
I  have  been  ready.  In  fairness  to  our  col- 
leagues, I  want  to  inquire  into  the  so- 
called  compromise,  as  to  what  it  is,  who 
the  chairman  discussed  it  with  on  the 
House  side,  and  whether  he  has  a  valid 
enforceable  agreement  or  compromise. 
He  talked  to  four  Members  on  the  House 
side  and  they  were  voted  down  last  Oc- 
tober. Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  were  not  voted.  An- 
other proposal  was  submitted  to  the 
House  in  October  of  last  year  and  the 
House  supported  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment, as  the  Senator  knows  full  well. 
That  had  no  relationship  to  the  impasse 
that  was  reached  when  the  Senate 
opened  its  hearings  on  the  full  area  in- 
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eluding  the  Alexander  amendment  pro- 
posal. The  point  was  that  we  then  got  the 
message  that  there  would  be  a  veto.  Our 
problem  was  to  decide  whether  to  buy 
the  veto  and  use  it  as  a  campaign  issue 
or  to  try  to  keep  the  Postal  Service  from 
closing  more  post  offices,  to  try  to  avoid 
further  rate  increases,  to  try  to  avoid 
further  service  cutbacks  after  all  of  this 
hit  the  fan.  That  is  the  basis  for  the  com- 
promise. It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Alexander  amendment  of  last  October.  If 
has  nothing  to  do  with  any  pf  the  other 
proposals  that  are  now  being  fielded.  It 
was  an  attempt  to  find  something  to  hold 
this  together  until  we  all  have  time  when 
we  get  back  after  the  election  to  spend 
a  full  go  atrit,  to  reexamine  and  reopen 
the  entire  postal  system  structure  and  Its 
related  problems.  That  is  what  it  is  all 
about. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  will  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  amendment  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia.  That  is  what  he 
wants  to  ask  for. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  what  I  was 
trying  to  ask  for. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Baker).  Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 
There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  Senator  is  talk- 
ing about  the  veto  of  the  President.  I  am 
discussing  the  veto  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. The  House  of  Representa- 
tives did  have  a  financial  assistance  pro- 
gram without  the  appointment  of  the 
Postmaster  General,  without  the  salient 
features,  without  the  annual  authoriza- 
tion, and  here  came  this  Alexander 
amendment  supported  by  members  of 
the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee. 

After  they  had  an  overwhelming  vote 
on  that  particular  score,  they  took  that 
bill  back  into  the  committee  to  work  it 
over,  to  see  if  they  could  get  a  similar 
type  compromise  to  divest  them,  if  you 
please,  of  the  Postmaster  General's  ap- 
pointment, and  also  the  annual  author- 
ization. They  brought  it  back,  and  lost 
again. 

Is  the  Senator  familiar  with — well,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  this  statement  by  five  Rep- 
resentatives when  they  introduced  legis- 
lation on  the  postal  financial  problems 
without  further  cutbacks,  and  rejecting 
Senator  McGee's  "compromise"  proposal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Five  Congressmen  Introduce  Legislation  to 

Meet  Postal  Financial  Problems  Without 

Further      Cutbacks;       Reject      Senator 

McGee's  "Compromise"  Proposal 

Congressmen  Charles  H.  Wilson  (D-Calif.), 

Bill  Alexander    (D-Ark.),  Richard  C.  White 

(D-Tex.).  Patricia  Schroeder  (D-Colo.),  and 

John    Jenrette    (D-S.C.)     announced    today 


that  they  completely  reject  Senator  Gale 
McGee's  version  of  postal  legislation  which 
originated  in  the  House  last  year,  and  that 
they  have  introduced  a  new  hill  which  would 
appropriate  $500  million  to  the  Postal  Service 
this  year  to  prevent  further  service  cutbacks 
such  as  post  office  closings.  The  Representa- 
tives said  that  the  Postal  Service's  acute  fi- 
nancial difficulties  warrant  such  an  appro- 
priation, but  they  also  emphasized  that  real 
postal  reform  in  the  House-passed  bill  (H.R. 
8603)  requiring  annual  Congressional  ap- 
propriation of  postal  funds  and  direct  Presi- 
dential appointment  of  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate must  be  approved  by  the  Congress  this 
year.  Senator  McGee,  Chairman  of  the  Senate 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  has 
said  that  the  White  House  would  veto  money 
for  the  Postal  Service  if  any  accountability 
requirements  were  also  included,  and  there- 
fore McGee  developed  "a  compromise"  pro- 
posal to  give  the  Postal  Service  one  billion 
dollars  over  two  years  with  no  service  cut- 
backs before  next  February,  but  also  no  pro- 
vision for  greater  accountability  for  postal 
managers  to  the  Congress  or  the  President. 

"We  think  it's  ridiculous  for  Senator 
McGee  to  refer  to  his  plan  as  a  compromise. 
The  fact  is  it  would  amount  to  having  the 
Congress  walk  away  from  its  responsibility 
to  regain  some  control  over  postal  operations 
and  the  American  people  will  not  stand  for 
it",  the  Congressmen  said. 

"Senator  McGee  says  that  we  must  gut 
House-passed  legislation  which  will  restore 
some  reasonable  degree  of  accountability  to 
postal  operations  in  order  to  provide  short- 
term,  emergency  funds  to  the  Postal  Service. 
This  is  nonsense.  We  can  appropriate  the 
money  needed  for  this  year  through  the  leg- 
islation we  have  introduced  today",  the  Rep- 
resentatives said. 

"Senator  McGee  obviously  does  not  dis- 
cern a  difference  between  compromise  and 
surrender,  nor  does  he  have  any  grasp  of 
the  magnitude  of  concern  most  Members  of 
Congress  have  about  the  Postal  Service," 
they  said.  "This  is  not  surprising,  of  course, 
since  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  has  held  only  a  handful  of  over- 
sight hearings  on  postal  matters  in  the  last 
four  years". 

"We're  afraid  that  the  conventional  wis- 
dom now  held  is  that  Senator  McGee  has 
presented  an  unpalatable  fait  accompli.  It's 
a  bad  bill,  but  there's  nothing  that  can  be 
done.  It's  the  only  game  In  town.  Well,  we 
suggest  that  there  is  an  alternative.  We 
should  simply  do  what  the  American  people 
are  demanding — regain  some  control  over 
the  Postal  Service — and,  if  necessary,  sep- 
arately make  an  appropriation  for  this  year." 

"When  H.R.  8603  reaches  the  Senate  floor 
next  week  we  would  urge  Senators  who 
have  any  concern  about  the  sorry  record  of 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  since  it  became  a 
quasi-business  operation  in  1971  to  oppose 
the  McGee  approach  and  vote  to  reinstate 
accountability  requirements  approved  by 
the  House",  they  said. 

H.R.  8603  as  passed  by  the  House  last  Oc- 
tober 30,  requires  the  annual  appropriation 
of  all  postal  revenues,  and  requires  the  Pos- 
tal Service  to  present  comprehensive  state- 
ments of  postal  operations  to  the  Congress 
when  it  requests  such  appropriations. 

The  bill  revises  the  method  of  appoint- 
ment of  the  Postmaster  General  and  the 
Deputy  Postmaster  General,  requiring  that 
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"both  positions  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate. 

The  Postal  Service  is  required  to  provide 
door  delivery  to  each  permanent  residential 
address  (excluding  apartments)  wherein  t*\e 
appropriate  unit  of  local  government  has 
adopted  zoning  ordinances  prohibiting  the 
construction  of  curbline  mall  boxes. 

The  bill  also  would  create  a  five-member 
"Commission  on  the  Postal  Service"  to  iden- 
tify and  study  the  "public  service  aspects" 
of  the  Postal  Service,  and  other  aspects  about 
the  Service.  This  Commission  would  trans- 
mit quarterly  reports  to  the  President  and 
Congress  and  make  its  final  report  within  two 
years. 

Senator  McGee's  version  of  this  bill  would 
drop  all  of  the  above-noted  provisions  and 
simply  give  the  Postal  Service  one  billion 
dollars  in  exchange  for  not  cutting  back  serv- 
ice before  February.  (The  McGee  version  does 
Include  a  so-called  "blue-ribbon"  study  Com- 
mission  which  would  be  required,  despite  the 
absence  of  clear-cut  directions  and  an  Impos- 
sible deadline,  to  make  some  kind  of  report 
before  February,  as  well.) 

Congressman  Wilson  has  served  on  the 
House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Commit- 
tee for  over  a  dozen  years.  He  has  been  Chair- 
man of  the  Postal  Facilities.  Mail,  and  Labor 
Management  Subcommittee  since  early  1973. 

Congressman  Alexander  is  a  member  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee.  In  the  93rd 
Congress,  Alexander  served  as  Chairman  of 
the  House  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on 
Rural  Development  and  conducted  hearings 
on  the  effect  of  national  postal  policies  on 
nonmetropolitan  America.  Alexander  au- 
thored the  amendment  to  the  House  bill  that 
would  return  postal  purse  strings  to  the 
Congress. 

Congressman  White,  who  has  served  on  the 
House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee since  1967,  chairs  the  Subcommittee 
on  Retirement  and   Employee  Benefits. 

Congresswoman  Schrceder  is  Chairwoman 
of  the  Census  and  Population  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee. 

Congressman  Jenrette  serves  as  a  member 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Addressing  myself  to 
this  document,  is  the  Senator  familiar 
with  those  particular  House  Members 
having  introduced,  in  accordance  with 
section  2004  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act,  H.R.  14963,  to  just  appropriate 
some  $500  million,  for  which  no  author- 
ization is  really  necessary?  Is  the  Sena- 
tor familiar  with  that  particular  bill  that 
has  been  introduced  in  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  over  there? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  bill,  I  am  advised, 
they  have  not  acted  on  yet.  They  intro- 
duced it  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right;  and 
they  introduced  it,  if  you  please,  to  be  a 
backstop  should  there  be  a  veto,  because 
they  have  taken  an  adamant  position 
that  they  are  going  to  veto  the  McGee 
proposal,  should  we  all  just  go  ahead 
right  now,  bam,  bam,  bam,  and  vote  on 


it  as  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  requests, 
and  send  it  immediately  to  the  House 
without  amendment. 

I  understand  the  Senator's  desire  to 
work  out  compromises  but  in  this  partic- 
ular case  there  is  no  question  in  my  mind 
but  that  he  is  talking  to  the  wrong 
group — certainly  not  the  group  sponsor- 
ing the  legislation  a  House  majority  has 
voted  for  on  two  occasions. 

These  are  the  words  of  Charlie  Wil- 
son, Bill  Alexander,  Richard  C.  White, 
Patricia  Schroeder,  and  John  Jenrette. 
All  of  them,  except  Alexander,  are  mem- 
bers of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  on  the  House  side.  I  quote 
from  their  statement: 

We  think  it's  ridiculous  for  Senator  Mc- 
Gee to  refer  to  his  plan  as  a  compromise. 
The  fact  is  it  would  amount  to  having  the 
Congress  walk  away  from  its  responsibility 
to  regain  some  control  over  postal  operations 
and  the  American  people  will  not  stand  for 
it. 

I  am  not  going  to  read  the  entire  mat- 
ter, but  this  is  pertinent  to  the  point  tl^e 
Senator  from  Wyoming  was  making. 

I  quote  further: 

Senator  McGee  says  that  we  must  gut 
House-passed  legislation — 

That  is  H.R.  8603,  the  bill  now  before 
the  Senate — 

which  will  restore  some  reasonable  degree  of 
accountability  to  postal  operations  in  order 
to  provide  short-term,  emergency  funds  to 
the  Postal  Service.  This  is  nonsense.  We  can 
appropriate  the  money  needed  for  this  year 
through  the  legislation  we  have  introduced 
today. 

That  is  the  bill  which  I  previously  re- 
ferred to,  H.R.  14963. 

Senator  McGee  obviously  does  not  discern 
a  difference  between  compromise  and  sur- 
render, nor  does  he  have  any  grasp  of  the 
magnitude  of  concern  most  Members  of  Con- 
gress have  about  the  Postal  Service.  *   *   * 

We're  afraid  that  the  conventional  wisdom 
now  held  is  that  Senator  McGee  has  pre- 
sented an  unpalatable  fait  accompli. 

Almost  the  way  the  Senator  is  now  pre- 
senting it  on  the  floor. 

It's  a  bad  bUl,  but  there's  nothing  that  can 
be  done.  It's  the  only  game  in  town.  Well,  we 
suggest  that  there  is  an  alternative.  We 
should  simply  do  what  the  American  people 
are  demanding — regain  some  control  over  the 
Postal  Service — and,  if  necessary,  separately 
make  an  appropriation  for  this  year. 

So  now,  as  this  statement  says,  it  is  so 
ridiculously  worked  out  it  is  obvious — 
and  I  have  been  over  on  the  House  side  to 
try  to  get  a  feel,  because  I  did  not  want 
to  waste  the  time  of  the  Senate 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  understood  the  Senator 
has  been  over  on  the  House  side. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right,  and  I 
wanted  to  talk  to  those  Members.  I  lu.ve 
talked  to  the  leadership  over  there,  and 
tried  to  get  a  feel.  I  cannot  tell  exactly. 
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I  would  not  want  to  be  the  expert  to  try 
to  say  that  it  will  pass  or  will  not  pass, 
but  if  we  have  a  Presidential  veto  of  H.R. 
8603,  which  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
wishes  to  amend,  but  does  not  want  any- 
body else  to  amend — I  repeat,  which  the 
Senator  wishes  to  amend  but  does  not 
want  anyone  else  to  amend — the  prin- 
cipal sponsors  of  H.R.  8603  say  it  is  ridic- 
ulous, it  is  nonsense,  and  I  agree  with 
them  on  that  particular  point.  And  if 
there  is  any  measure  in  the  end  instance, 
I  repeat,  if  the  President  does  veto  it, 
they  say,  "We  are  introducing  the  $500 
million  appropriation,  which  does  not  re- 
quire any  authorization,  so  they  can  stay 
solvent." 

So  there  is  no  emergency  now,  and  we 
simply  have  a  question  of  whether  Con- 
gress or  the  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  Is 
going  to  do  this  job.  The  House  says  we 
are  going  to  have  to  go  back  to  work. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 
Mr.  McGEE.  Let  me  make  two  points 
in  regard  to  the  Senator's  remarks  just 
now. 

First,  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
South  Carolina  alludes  to  the  fact  that 
the  House  of  Representatives  has  already 
passed  judgment  on  this  matter  twice. 

The  House  had  nothing  like  this  com- 
promise to  pass  judgment  on.  What  we 
are  passing  judgment  on  now  is  a  com- 
promise that  was  worked  out  with  at 
least  five  sources  of  responsibility  in 
postal  affairs.  They  had  no  knowledge  at 
that  time— none  of  us  did— that  we  were 
going  to  come  up  against  the  impasse  of 
a  veto  and  getting  nowhere,  at  the  same 
time  we  were  being  faced  with  mass 
closings  of  post  offices,  rate  increases  still 
in  the  offing,  and  a  service  cutback. 

Because  of  the  year,  in  which  every- 
body was  running  for  President  in  one 
party  or  the  other,  or  they  were  running 
their  own  races  back  home,  we  felt  we 
either  had  to  play  the  old  veto  route  and 
try  to  make  a  campaign  issue  out  of  it, 
letting  the  post  office  fall  apart  in  the 
process,  or  take  a  more  sensible  route 
and  try  to  stabilize  it  temporarily.  I 
underscore  temporarily. 

We  do  not  take  pride  in  the  com- 
promise. It  was  the  best  that  honorable 
men  could  put  together,  that  they  could 
all  agree  to. 

Who  agreed  to  it?  The  White  House 
agreed  to  it.  The  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  agreed  to  it.  The  House 
Members  who  are  responsible  for  the 
legislating  authority  in  postal  affairs; 
the  chairman,  the  ranking  minority 
member,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mittee, and  the  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber agreed  to  it. 

That  is  as  far  as  I  am  going  to  go  on 
the  House  side.   God  help  us  all   over 


here  if  we  are  going  to  tell  the  House 
what  they  think,  or  how  to  proceed.  We 
do  the  best  we  can  do  in  a  responsible 
way  to  try  to  get  the  Senate  to  make  its 
".udgment  on  its  responsibility.  The 
Mouse  must  make  its  own  judgment. 

It  was  the  judgment  of  the  leadership 
of  the  committee  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives that  the  leadership  on  the 
House  floor  would  be  supportive,  that 
they  believed  that  when  all  the  chips 
were  down,  as  late  in  the  year  as  it  is, 
as  far  down  the  road  in  the  campaign 
as  it  is,  with  every  House  Member  stand- 
ing for  reelection,  that  this  would  be  a 
sensible  way  to  go  about  it.  No  one  of 
them  had  enough  time  to  devote, 
now,  to  reexamining  the  entiVe  postal 
structure. 

You  cannot  just  half  reorganize  the 
postal  structure.  It  ought  to  be  done  in 
an  orderly  fashion,  instead  of  simply 
taking  my  preferences,  Senator  Ran- 
dolph's, or  Senator  Fong's;  it  ought  to 
be  reworked  in  the  light  of  all  the  ex- 
perience we  have  had  over  these  past  6 
years  with  postal  reorganization. 

We  admit  nothing  with  this  proposal. 
We  are  simply  trying  to  hold  the  line  and 
stabilize  it  until  we  can  get  back  here 

after  this  political  year,  and  then  go  at 
it  full  tilt,  no  holds  barred,  I  guarantee 
the  Senator,  to  reexamine  it.  That  is  the 
responsible  way,  I  submit,  to  go  at  the 
problem  of  reorganization  and  determin- 
ing what  is  in  the  public  interest,  I  sub- 
mit to  my  colleague,  regardless  of  the 
arguments  of  five  Members  over  on  the 
House  side,  whether  it  is  a  compromise 
bill  or  whatever  you  want  to  call  it. 

They  were  not  involved  in  the-impasse 
that  was  reached  and  having  to  face  up  to 
the  consequences  of  that  impasse,  as  were 
those  who  were  in  charge  of  the  commit- 
tee whose  jurisdiction  it  was  over  there. 
That  is  the  House  of  Representatives 
problem.  But  our  problem  has  to  be  do 
we  evaluate  it  from  the  point  of  view  of 
Senators,  rather  than  what  the  House 
of  Representatives  is  or  is  not  going  to 
do.  Every  one  of  the  gentlemen  who  were 
cited  by  my  colleague  from  South  Caro- 
lina have  long  been  opposed  to  this  meas- 
ure. They  have  long  been  opposed  to  any 
kind  of  a  compromise.  That  is  under- 
standable. And  it  is  an  honorable 
opposition. 

But  our  petition  is  not  to  disallow  what 
they  would  propose  to  do  but  simply  say 
to  them : 

Let  us  throw  it  into  the  hopper  with  every- 
thing on  reorganization  at  the  time  when 
everyone  has  gotten  out  of  the  business  of  a 
campaign  year  and  we  get  back  and  go  to  the 
mat  with  the  full  question. 

This  is  no  way  to  be  restructuring 
something  as  massive  as  a  national  mo- 
nopoly, the  Postal  Service  of  the  United 
States.  So  our  request  is  that  we  simply 
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hold  the  line  with  the  compromise  until 
February  15,  at  which  time  the  report  to 
Congress  and  to  the  President  will  have 
been  submitted.  It  seems  to  me  this  is 
nothing  that  gives  away  anything.  It  sim- 
ply gives  us  the  chance  to  do  in  a  more 
responsible  way  whatever  it  is  in  our 
collective  wisdom  we  decide  to  do. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  am  glad  to  yield,  but 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  ha.s 
the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  one  more  time, 
though,  that  this  group  that  he  says  will 
not  compromise,  fortunately  or  unfor- 
tunately, represents  a  majority  in  the 
House.  True,  if  there  were  four  Senators 
or  five  Congressmen,  as  we  now  cite  it, 
who  represent  a  minority  rather  than  the 
majority  view  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, then  I  could  understand  him 
not  going  to  them  about  the  compromise, 
but  they  are  the  ones  who  prevailed. 

I  sent  for  the  original  H  R.  8603  as  in- 
troduced. I  have  here  a  summary  from 
the  Record  at  the  end  of  October  which 
virtually  takes  up  over  a  page  and  the 
Chairman  said  they  did  not  have  these 
matters  before  it. 

I  am  going  now  to  the  point  made  by 
the  distinguished  chairman,  that  is,  they 
just  did  not  have  these  matters. 

They  had  these  matters  fully  last  fall 
almost  a  year  ago.  In  fact,  H.R.  8603  was 
introduced  in  July,  and  we  had  plenty 
of  time  to  go  full  tilt,  as  the  distinguished 
chairman  says,  and  we  have  not  done  so. 

But  they  have  an  amendment  to  place 
a  limit  on  the  kinds  of  material  to  qualify 
for  second-class  mail,  an  amendment 
that  reduces  the  temporary  rate  from  33 
to  20  percent,  an  amendment  that  sought 
to  provide  for  an  annual  authorization, 
which  incidentally  passed,  an  amendment 
that  sought  to  limit  the  number  of  postal 
rate  increases,  an  amendment  that 
.sought  to  require  that  each  class  of  mail 
bear  the  postal  cost  attributable  to  it, 
an  amendment  to  protect  charitable  and 
nonprofit  mail  from  increased  postal 
rates,  an  amendment  that  sought  to  re- 
peal private  express  statutes,  down  to 
an  amendment  for  a  grant  of  free  post- 
age for  mailing  to  voters. 

They  went  to  everything  up  and  down 
the  entire  gamut,  coming  out  originally, 
which  will  be  seen  when  1  get  that  origi- 
nal bill.  This  is  very  interesting  to  me,  be- 
cause we  were  debating  H.R.  8603.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
to  H.R.  8603,  and  here  in  the  Senate 
Chamber  I  cannot  obtain  a  copy  of  H.R. 
8603.  That  is  all  I  want  in  my  hand.  I 
wish  to  show  the  Senator  not  just  what 
passed  the  House  of  Representatives,  but 
also  what  was  introduced  originally. 


I  have  H.R.  8603  as  it  passed  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Has  the  aide  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  the  original  bill?  Tliat  is  right. 
I  want  the  original  bill  to  show  just  ex- 
actly what  the  House  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  submitted  for 
consideration. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  that,  if  he  goes 
back  there  in  July,  he  will  see  that  they 
had  the  same  idea  as  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  and  the  Senator  from  Hawaii, 
they  wanted  to  get  us  by,  to  give  them 
the  money,  and  certainly  not  go  back  ap- 
pointing a  Postmaster  General,  annual 
authorization,  and  everything  else.  They 
had  some  provisions  with  respect  to  rates 
which  stayed  in.  I  am  referring  there 
to  delivery  of  mail  by  nonprofit  organiza- 
tions. They  had  some  other  provisions 
that  the  Senator  had  in  the  original  bill 
which  were  'interesting  to  me,  having 
served  with  the  distinguished  chairman. 
As  we  sat  down,  he  will  remember,  when 
this  bill  was  submitted,  presently  his 
amendment  No.  2844,  it  had  different  pro- 
visions in  there  with  respect  to  college 
catalogs. 

We  were  in  the  committee  and  we  were 
told  let  us  not  have  any  amendment.  We 
agreed  and  worked  it  out.  We  changed 
around  that  commission  in  committee. 
We  changed  around  the  matter  of  col- 
lege catalogs  in  committee,  and  we  made 
some  changes  in  the  committee  after  the 
agreement  was  made  to  the  compromise 
by  the  distinguished  chairman.  I  do  not 
see  why,  as  committee  members,  having 
been  able  to  get  a  little  amendment  in, 
as  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  try- 
ing to  do  this  afternoon,  we  could  do  it 
as  committee  members  but  cannot  do  as 
Members  of  the  Senate  not  on  the  com- 
mittee. 

But  this  was  fully  discussed,  and  this 
was  supposed  to  have  been  debated,  as 
the  Senator  well  knows,  the  last  week 
of  July.  We  both  went  over  there  and 
they  discussed  it. 

Let  me  jump  then  to  the  other  point 
that  the  Senator  was  making  as  to  how 
great  the  study  is  going  to  be  so  that 

then  we  could  have  expert  facts  and  go 
full  tilt.  The  Senator  from  Wyoming  in- 
troduced S.  2844  in  January  calling  for 
a  2-year  study  of  one  subject,  the  public 
service  nature  of  the  Postal  Service.  Now 
we  have  come  around.  I  do  not  see  how, 
in  good  conscience,  we  can  argue  to  our 
colleagues  how  great  this  blue  ribbon 
commission  is  going  to  be  when  the  Sen- 
ator thought  it  necessary  for  a  2-year 
study  solely  on  public  service  subsidy,  to 
have  it  at  best  a  4-month  study  on  every- 
thing about  the  Post  Office  including  the 
private  express  statutes,  the  matter  of 
the  public  service  subsidy,  the  matter  of 
rates  for  college  catalogs,  the  matter  of 
closing    post    offices,     the    matter    of 
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me  economy.  At  best,  let  us  say  that  if 
his  compromise  is  agreed  to  this  after- 
.  icon,  we  could  not  get  it  through  to  the 
House  of  Representatives,  agreed  on  and 
sent  over  to  the  President  by  the  middle 
•of  September  to  appoint  those  commis- 
sioners. The  blue  ribbon  commission 
could  not  report  to  the  Capital  City  be- 
fore the  4th  of  October.  The^  have  Octo- 
ber, November,  December,  and  January, 
with  Thanksgiving,  Christmas,  New 
Year's  inauguration,  and  everything  else 
put  in  between, 

We  know  that  we  have  on  our  own 
staffs  the  expertise  because  they  have 
been  working  over  the  years.  Senator 
Fong  has  had  19  years,  I  think  he  said, 
or  17  years,  with  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service.  Those  staff 
members  would  have  a  better  working 
knowledge  on  what,  how,  and  where  to 
do  than  any  Johnny-come-lately  to 
town,  a  blue  ribbon  commission  coming 
to  have  their  pictures  taken  to  say: 
'•Look  what  the  President  has  done.  He 
has  appointed  us." 

Does  the  Senator  really  conscientious- 
ly suggest  that  is  a  good  alternative  to 
his  initial  approach  in  S.  2844  where 
there  is  a  2-year  study  on  postal  subsidy 
alone? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  say  to  my  colleague  that 
it  is  better  than  going  his  route.  It  is  not 
what  I  would  have  advocated,  but  it  is 
what  we  could  get.  This  is  a  different 
circumstance  now.  We  do  have  studies 
in  hand,  a  rather  substantial  group  of 
them,  that  have  since  been  completed  by 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  as 
they  see  the  problems,  that  have  since 
been  completed  by  the  GAO  a.s  they  see 
the  problem,  and  we  have  a  number  of 
other  private  groups  that  have  studied 
facets  of  this. 

This  would  now  involve,  as  the  admin- 
istration would  foresee  it,  taking  advan- 
tage of  what  has  been  put  together  in  the 
various  studies  and  putting  them  all  to- 
gether, because  some  of  them  did  hot 
shot  certain  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service 
and  tried  to  make  it  a  part  of  the  much 
larger  whole,  the  post  office  system  itself, 
and  then  from  that  make  its  recommen- 
dations. 

I  say  to  my  colleague  on  that  point 
that,  the  reason  that  we  finally  moved 
to  February  15,  a  relatively  short  inter- 
val of  time,  was  that  by  a  divided  vote, 
but  nonetheless  a  substantial  vote,  wo 
decided  to  put  the  odds  on  the  sense  ot 
urgency  rather  than  on  the  sense  of 
just  lagging  along  on  this  and  putting 
it  off  for  another  couple  of  years. 

I  was  one  of  those  who  argued  for 
a  longer  period  of  time,  but  I  was  willing 
to  abide  by  a  substantial  majority  vote 
among  the  negotiators  to  put  the  bee  on 
them  to  put  the  heat  on.  Let  us  get  with 


it.  This  is  not  one  of  those  weekend 
jaunts.  This  is  not  time  off  for  various 
holidays.  This  is  a  matter  of  coming  with 
a  specific  set  of  recommendations  for  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress. 

It  was  the  sense  of  urgency  that  really 
was  uppermost  in  the  final  decision  to 
place  that  date  at  the  15th  of  February. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  Senator  would 
have  to  agree  that  we  do  have  a  $920 
million  subsidy  and  we  have  the  $304 
million  that  we  appropriate  for  the 
phaseout  on  second-class  mail  rates, 
magazines  and  newspapers.  Also,  we  have 
the  $1  billion  problem  that  confronts  us 
now.  That  is  a  billion  dollars  plus  a 
couple  of  billion  dollars — a  little  more 
than  $2  billion — that  faces  us,  as  Rep- 
resentatives and  Senators,  to  act  upon. 

Does  the  Senator  contend  that  the 
Senate  can  divorce  itself  from  the  over- 
sight responsibility  when  we  are  asked  to 
vote  at  this  time  on  that  amount  of 
money  for  an  organization  that  the  Sen- 
ator's own  report  calls  bankrupt?  The 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service,  on  H.R.  8603,  says  that 
if  it  were  a  private  organization,  as 
everybody  is  talking  about  it  supposedly 
being,  it  would  be  bankrupt. 

We  are  facing  a  bankrupt  organiza- 
tion. We  are  trying  to  let  it  limp  along, 
and  we  are  asked,  as  Senators,  to  put  up 
a  little  more  than  $2  billion,  but  not  ask 
any  questions. 

Mr.  McGEE.  We  are  asking  to  put  up 
the  compromise  money  that  everybody 
agreed  on,  that  Congress  said  should 
have  been  put  up  long  ago,  that  the  ad- 
ministration would  not  agree  to — to  put 
up  the  compromise  sum  of  money  so  that 
it  would  be  addressing  itself  to  retiring 
a  part  of  the  debt  in  good  faith,  while 
we  win  the  time,  after  the  election,  to  do 
justice  to  the  oversight  reexamination, 
reassessment,  and  restructuring — what- 
ever the  wisdom  of  Congress  then  deter- 
mines. That  is  far  better  sense  than  to 
plunge  into  it  now,  shooting  from  the  hip, 
in  effect,  in  the  ways  that  are  proposed 
in  the  conglomerate  things  suggested  by 
the  Senator,  because  of  the  differences 
of  points  of  view — not  his  differences 
with  me  or  vice  versa,  so  much  as  basic 
differences  in  other  segments  of  the 
whole  process  of  government. 

The  Postmaster  General  is  a  key  man 
In  this.  He  is  a  very  effective  manager  in 
postal  affairs,  and  he  has  been  very  re- 
sponsible; but  there  are  problems  he  is 
caught  up  with  in  the  event  we  cannot 
proceed  and  which  he  is  required  to  pur- 
sue— the  kinds  of  procedures  that  would 
bring  chaos  into  Congress  as  well  as  into 
the  broad  expanse  of  the  land,  the  clos- 
ing of  more  post  offices,  the  cutback  of 
more  services,  the  increase  of  rates,  and 
without  delay. 


359 


That  is  the  reason  we  think  that  before 
that  is  undertaken,  under  any  set  of 
exigencies,  we  should  have  a  chance  to 
open  up  the  full  question  and  examine 
all  the  facets  of  that  question  in  relation 
to  each  other,  not  one  shot  here  and  one 
shot  there.  They  are  all  interlinked  in 
the  final  decision,  whatever  it  may  be. 
That  is  the  reason  for  the  request  for 
what  I  would  call  reason — namely,  to  try 
to  win  the  chance  to  do  this  right  at  the 
beginning  of  the  new  session  of  Con- 
gress, possibly  with  a  new  President. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  When  the  Senator 
talks  about  looking  at  it  in  its  entirety, 
why  is  it  that  we  Senators  are  not  al- 
lowed that  but  the  American  public  is. 
In  other  words,  the  American  public  sees 
the  Postal  Service's  demise  in  its  entirety. 
They  have  had  6  years  of  it  now,  and  it 
goes  down,  down  the  drain — as  it  cuts  out 
services,  cuts  down  on  deliveries,  closes 
post  offices,  increases  rate  prohibitively, 
and  private  endeavor  is  taking  it  over. 

The  American  public  sees  it  in  its 
entirety.  Why  should  we  just  look  at 
these  rates  or  closings  but  not  some  of  the 
business  judgments  that  constantly  leak 
in  white  papers  and  60-minute  shows  and 
Jack  Anderson's  columns?  All  one  has  to 
do  is  read  day  in  and  day  out,  and  there 
is  some  reporter  always  coming  out  with 
another  particular  management  booboo, 
a  very  faulty  decision. 

Specifically,  I  had  the  occasion  to  work 
with  private  industry,  and  I  brought 
every  great  name  of  American  industry 
to  my  home  State.  We  have  regional 
offices  for  those  industries  from  time  to 
time,  either  in  Charlotte,  N.C.,  or  in 
Atlanta,  Ga.  But  no  one  in  his  right 
mind  has  said,  "Let's  have  a  regional 
office  that  would  operate  efficiently  and 
economically  in  Memphis,  Term." 

The  postmaster  from  Charleston,  S.C., 
has  to  go  all  the  way  to  Tennessee.  He 
can  take  an  hour's  flight  to  Atlanta, 
where  he  used  to  go.  But  they  have  closed 
Atlanta  and  nobody  has  been  able  to 
justify  it. 

If  you  mail  a  package  in  my  home 
town,  it  must  go  through  Greensboro, 
N.C.  where  it  is  processed.  You  cannot 
get  a  train  or  a  plane  to  Greensboro, 
N.C.  If  you  mail  a  package  in  Charleston, 
S.C.,  you  can  bet  your  boots  that  it  some- 
how gets  all  the  way  to  Greensboro,  N.C, 
and  is  sent  back  to  be  delivered  down 
the  street. 

These  are  the  kinds  of  decisions  they 
see  day  in  and  day  out. 

There  is  the  matter  of  parcel  post,  to 
which  the  Senator  referred  in  a  letter. 
He  said  that  the  Parcel  Post  Association 
endorses  his  measure.  That  is  almost  im- 
possible for  me  to  believe  because  by 
1975,  the  Postal  Service  lost  about  166 
million  parcels.  If  we  had  the  up-to-date 
figures,  it  would  be  more  than  200 
million. 


Here  is  a  crowd  going  out  of  business, 
and  they  say,  "Let's  continue  with  these 
particular  decisions." 

Does  the  Senator  really  believe  that 
these  organizations  support  his  bill? 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  the  letter  of  August  19 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Committee  on  Post  Office 

and  Civil  Service, 
Washington,  DC,  August  19,  1976. 
Hon.  Ernest  F.  Hollings, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  DC 

Dear  Fritz:  Recently  in  my  letters  to  you 
and  on  the  Senate  Floor,  I  have  tried  to  de- 
scribe the  realities  concerning  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  Amendments,  H_R.  8603. 
Without  going  through  all  the  rationale 
a^ain,  suffice  it  to  say  that  the  bill  as  reported 
out  of  the  Senate  Committee  and  soon  to  be 
voted  upon  Is  what  the  President  will  sign 
provided  there  are  no  s\xbstantive  amend- 
ments. 

It  occurred  to  me  that  you  might  be  inter- 
ested in  seeing  a  list  of  the  supporters  of  the 
bill  as  reported  from  the  Committee.  They 
are: 

1.  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers. 

2.  American  Postal  Workers  Union. 

3.  Mail  Handlers  of  Laborers'  International 
LTnion. 

4.  Public  Employee  Department,  AFL-CIO. 

5.  National  Rural  Letter  Carriers  Associ- 
ation. 

6.  National  Association  of  Postmasters  of 
the  United  States  (91  percent  of  the  post- 
masters are  members) 

7.  National  Association  of  Postal  Super- 
visors. 

8.  United  States  Postal  Service. 

9.  White  House. 

10.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

11.  Chairman  and  Ranking  Minority  Mem- 
bers of  the  two  Congressional  Committees. 

12.  National  Newspaper  Association. 

13.  Parcel  Post  Association. 

14.  American  Legion. 

15.  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars. 
Thanks  again  for  your  kind  attention. 

Sincerely, 

Gale  McGee, 

Chairman, 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  say  to  my  colleague  that 
he  is  indulging  in  a  very  interesting  game 
of  telling  us  what  other  people  really 
think  or  what  they  really  intend. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  what  the  let- 
ter says. 

Mr.  McGEE.  If  they  commit  them- 
selves and  say,  "We  support  this  particu- 
lar procedure  as  the  lesser  of  evil  alter- 
natives," I  am  not  going  to  make  a  second 
guess  as  to  whether  I  think  they  are  tell- 
ing us  what  they  really  believe  or  what 
most  of  them  believe,  or  what  it  is.  They 
have  struck  their  necks  out  and  laid  it  on 
the  line:  They  believe  that  this  is  the 
minimal  appproach  we  have  to  give  a 
chance  to  until  we  can  redo  the  whole 
business  in  the  next  year. 


360 


By  the  same  token,  I  cannot  second 
guess  what  everybody  in  the  House  is 
going  to  do  or  think.  That  is  not  my  pre- 
rogative, and  I  should  keep  my  nose  out 
of  it.  I  have  a  responsibility  to  try  to  deal 
responsibly  with  this  in  my  own  body,  the 
U.S.  Senate.  That  is  what  we  are  striving 
to  do  here. 

We  have  the  direct  word  that  under 
the  conditions  of  tampering  with  the 
machinery  of  the  postal  system  beyond 
February  15,  that  would  be  the  immedi- 
ate subject  for  a  veto  by  the  White  House. 
It  is  as  elementary  as  that. 

Yet,  there  is  a  compromise  that  the 
White  House  does  not  like  but  will  agree 
to  and  will  sign,  and  that  is  the  pending 
bill  that  wins  us  the  kind  of  time  between 
now  and  the  middle  of  February  that  we 
are  asking  for,  so  that  we  can  unleash 
everything  and  go  after  it  full  tilt. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  As  the  Senator  and  I 
know,  we  could  unleash  it  now. 

I  have  a  funny  feeling  that  the  Sena- 
tor from  Wyoming  and  I,  as  well  as  other 
Senators  in  the  Chamber,  are  being  con- 
tacted by  this  listed  group  and  we  are  not 
really  debating  the  issues. 

The  Senate  Is  being  told  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 

that  this  Is  the  only  game  In  town,  that 
this  Is  the  only  compromise,  that  any 
amendment  will  cause  a  veto  and  will 
kill  the  bill,  when  the  fact  Is  that  they 
really  support  not  the  Senator's  bill,  but 
what  I  have  submitted. 

This  is  what  the  National  Rural  Letter 
Carriers  Association  says  on  page  357  of 
the  hearings  record: 

We  do  not  feel  the  conversion  of  the  Post 
Office  Department  Into  a  Corporation  Is  In 
the  best  Interests  of  the  American  public  .  .  . 

That  Is  what  they  said  in  their  testi- 
mony years  ago,  and  they  maintain  the 
same  position. 

The  Public  Employee  Department  of 
the  AFL-CIO  says  on  page  214: 

The  simple  fact  is  that  the  high  hopes  for 
postal  operations  engendered  by  enactment 
of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970 
have  not  been  fulfilled.  Instead,  the  past  five 
years  have  witnessed  a  seemingly  endless 
cycle  of  Increased  rates,  declining  business 
and  reduced  service  to  postal  customers. 

Then  we  can  jump  to  another  list,  the 
first-class  mailers,  and  some  of  the 
others  in  the  hearing  record  we  made.  I 
read  from  page  193 : 

We  prefer,  in  every  major  intent  the  pro- 
visions of  H H.  8603 — 

Listen  to  this — 
and  regret  that  your  committee  has  not  seen 
fit  to  take  into  consideration  these  views  of 
a  majority  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

When  your  committee  goes  into  markup, 
we  hope  that  it  will  expand  Its  horizons  and 
get  to  the  core  of  the  problem  that  faces  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service:  its  current  lack  of  re- 
sponsibUity. 


I  would  say  that,  In  contrast  with  this 
list  which  I  can  disassociate,  the  National 
Association  of  Postmasters  support  our 
substitute.  The  Laborers  International 
Union  of  North  America  support  some  of 
3ur  proposal,  and  the  National  Alliance 
of  Postal  Workers  have  given  full  sup- 
port and  they  put  out  a  release  to  that 
effect.  Also  we  have  support  from  the 
First  Class  Mailers  Association,  which  I 
have  just  quoted,  and  the  National 
Grange. 

I  have  just  gotten  back  from  hearings 
In  Alaska,  where  I  met  the  little  post- 
master of  Windy  Cove.  She  told  me  Sat- 
urday night,  "Don't  let  them " 

Mr.  McGEE.  This  is  where  the  post 
office  is  or  that  is  her  name? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  where  the 
post  office  is.  That  is  outside  of  Ketchi- 
kan. She  said,  "Don't  let  them  close  down 
my  post  office  up  here  at  Windy  Cove." 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska  that 
you  only  have  to  see  a  State  of  that  kind 
to  appreciate  what  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  is  trying  to  get  to.  They 
are  all  out  there,  little  fishing  villages 
hither  and  yon,  and  the  central  gather- 
ing point  is  our  little  post  office.  That 
jells  them  together  into  a  community. 
I  think  that  is  valuable  to  America.  I 
would  rather  pay  it  to  the  post  office 
than  to  psychiatrists  around  this  coun- 
try. 

The  post  office  was  the  first  thing  that 
the  Government  started,  with  RFD — 
rural  free  delivery.  We  went  off  on  this 
binge  of  how  we  can  put  it  into  a  private 
corporation.  It  has  been  a  virus. 

I  do  not  blame  the  Senator  from  Wy- 
oming. We  passed  through  a  bill  on  a 
railway  up  in  the  Northeast;  it  went 
broke.  Now  they  have  a  railway  service 
and  the  president  not  only  pays  himself 
$63,000,  but  says,  "Since  I  have  to  live 
in  Washington,  I  am  advancing  myself 
$25,000  more.  I  am  buying  a  $5,000  mem- 
bership out  at  Burning  Tree  Country 
Club  and  am  having  parties  down  in 
Washington." 

I  believe  in  public  oversight  of  the 
railroads  and  public  oversight  of  our 
Postal  Service.  When  we  do  that,  we 
shall  have  a  two-way  communication  be- 
tween the  Postal  Service,  the  Postmaster 
General,  and  the  people's  representa- 
tives in  Congress. 

Then,  if  the  gentleman  has  to  cut 
back  his  Saturday  delivery  operation, 
there  could  well  be  a  majority  In  the 
House  and  Senate  which  could  vote  to 
support  It.  Then  we  would  know,  when 
these  economies  are  made,  that  billion 
dollar  boondoggle  on  these  mail  things 
have  to  be  closed  down.  It  is  not  work- 
ing. 

We  only  have  to  look  at  the  annual 
reports.  We  do  not  have  to  get  the  140 
GAO  reports  and  the  blue  ribbon  com- 
mision.  I  think  we  have  run  out  of  blue 


361 


ribbon  In  this  Congress.  Every  time  we 
come  up  for  responsibility,  we  say,  oh 
the  B-l,  just  put  that  off  to  the  next 
President.  The  Post  Office,  put  that  off 
to  the  next  President.  Just  put  every- 
thing off  to  the  next  President  and  close 
down  and  go  back  home  and  tell  them 
how  we  are  conscientious  and  serving 
the  people.  Every  Congressman  and  Sen- 
ator can  run  around  with  billboards 
saying  that:  "He  is  concerned."  Con- 
cerned my  Aunt  Eda.  Let  us  get  this  out. 
Let  us  get  the  job  done. 

All  we  have  to  do,  I  say  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming,  is  take  the  annual 
report.  Do  not  listen  to  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  or  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina.  Take  the  annual  report  and 
read  it  back.  Anybody  can  read  a  bal- 
ance sheet.  The  reports  have  a  nice 
smiling  face  of  somebody  receiving  the 
mail.  They  have  all  kinds  of  pictures. 
By  the  way,  they  pay  a  fortune  on  pub- 
lic relations.  This  is  one  of  the  public 
relations  things. 

Anybody  reading  a.  year-end  report 
and  the  balance  sheet  would  see  that  the 
headquarters  employees  have  gone  well. 
The  number  of  headquarters  employees, 
from  1971  to  1975,  has  gone  from  2,611 
to  2,988.  They  are  now  in  district  offices, 
in  regional  offices— this  is  the  top  heavi- 
ness of  the  whole  thing. 

The  Senator  says  the  man  is  a  good 
manager.  I  wonder.  I  would  like  to  ask 
him  these  questions  if  we  could  get  some 
hearings. 

There  is  not  a  postmaster  in  South 
Carolina  who  has  not  told  me,  "Senator, 
close  the  district  office  and  get  the  re- 
gional office  to  where  we  can  get  to  it  and 
quit  traveling  all  the  way  to  Memphis." 
We  go,  in  the  inspection  service,  from 
2,511  to  5,610  employees.  You  can  just 
go  down  the  list  and  see  that  while  the 
mail  has  gone  up  in  cost,  $3  billion— the 
volume  has  gone  down. 

Instead  of  it  being  90.5,  it  is  only  89.3. 
It  has  gone  down  1  billion  pieces.  They 
are  going  out  of  business.  They  are  cut- 
ting back.  And  the  mail  rates  are  going 
up,  up,  and  away,  and  we  are  trying  to 
say,  we  are  deliberate  about  this.  We  are 
going  about  It  in  a  responsible  way,  and 
we  are  not  doing  it  off  the  cuff  or  shoot- 
ing from  the  hip.  How  can  anybody  now, 
after  6  years,  shoot  from  the  hip?  This 
thing  has  filled  us  up  until  it  is  over- 
flowing on  anybody  who  has  had  any 
kind  of  feeling  for  the  situatfon.  The 
newspapers  of  America,  editorials,  maga- 
zines, are  full  of  it.  You  look  at  that  bal- 
ance sheet  and  say,  if  that  Is  the  kind  of 
management  we  have,  let  us  go  back  to 
the  oversight  responsibility.  We  are  not 
getting  back  into  politics,  not  appoint- 
ing postmasters,  not  meddling  with  the 
ratemaking.  We  should  allow  that  to  be 
beefed  up  and  accelerated.  The  Postal 
Rate  Commission  has  agreed  with  the 


Senator  from  Wyoming  that  they  can 
doit. 

Except  for  the  billions  we  are  being 
asked  to  vote  for,  it  is  nothing  less  than  a 
stickup,  a  holdup — "give  me  your  money 
and  don't  ask  questions." 

When  they  talk  about  obligations  of 
contracts  in  the  employees'  union,  I  have 
an  obligation  under  my  own  contract 
with  the  people  who  elected  me  from 
South  Carolina.  That  is  to  stop,  look,  and 
listen.  We  have  not  stopped,  looked,  or 
listened  in  6  years,  from  August  1970  to 
August  1976. 

I  do  not  think  it  can  be  called  shooting 
from  the  hip,  particularly  when  the  ma- 
jority of  the  House  on  two  occasions  has 
said,  "Let  us  regain  the  Postal  Service 
oversight  and  regain  that  responsibility." 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  shall  conclude  this  very 
shortly  now  so  we  may  have  a  vote  on 
Senator  Randolph's  amendment.  I  wish 
just  to  make  sure  that  the  Record  is 
straight,  however,  in  the  light  of  my  col- 
league's comments  just  now. 

While  he  was  in  Alaska,  I  attended  the 
national  convention  of  rural  letter  car- 
riers. They  voted  virtually  unanimously 
for  this  compromise  bill.  They  testified 
against  an  approach  like  this  last  spring, 
before  we  had  hit  the  snag.  I  repeat  for 
my  colleagues,  this  is  something  that 
none  of  us  envisaged  last  spring  when 
we  were  holding  the  hearings.  But  that 
is  what  we  are  up  against  and  we  have  to 
do  the  best  we  can.  That  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  do.  The  rural  letter  earners 
now  support  the  compromise  as  the  lesser 
of  the  evil  options  confronting  us  at  the 
moment.  So  does  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Postmasters,  who  are  sitting 
downstairs  now,  if  the  Senator  would  like 
to  go  down  and  talk  to  them.  That  is  91 
percent  of  the  postmasters  of  the  United 
States. 

There  is  a  small  postmaster  group,  the 
League  of  Postmasters,  that  represents 
a  smaller  percentage  of  the  post  offices, 
that  has  not  endorsed  this,  so  there  is  a 
difference  of  opinion.  But  the  National 
Association  of  Postmasters  of  the  United 
States,  91  percent  of  them,  have  endorsed 
the  compromise  as  the  necessary  step  to 
take  in  this  interim  until  next  winter.  So 
has  the  National  Newspaper  Association. 
So  have  the  letter  carriers  who  were 
meeting  down  in  Houston  while  the  Sen- 
ator was  in  Alaska.  They  endorsed  it 
overwhelmingly,  even  though  they  do 
not  like  it.  They  would  rather  have  a 
different  kind  of  solution.  But  it  is  the 
best  they  can  get  now. 

These  people  are  realistic,  I  say  to  my 
colleague.  We  are  trying  to  keep  this  to- 
gether until  we  can  do  it  the  right  way. 
That  is  the  whole  basis  for  this  over- 
whelming support,  that  those  directly 
involved  in  postal  business  are  reflecting 
support  of  the  compromise.  They  do  not 


362 


like  it  any  better  than  I  do,  but  it  is  the 
best  we  can  get  for  this  short  interval 
between  a  campaign  year  and  the  next 
year. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  express  my  strong  support  for 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  West  Virginia.  I 
believe  that  Senator  Randolph  has  de- 
vised a  reasonable  formula  to  insure 
that  the  guarantees  of  adequate  postal 
service  for  our  rural  areas  and  small 
communities  included  in.  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970  will  be  imple- 
mented. 

Mr.  President,  the  small  local  post  of- 
fice holds  a  special  place  in  rural  Ameri- 
ca. In  rural  parts  of  my  own  State  of 
South  Dakota  and  in  many  other  areas 
around  the  country,  people  are  ex- 
tremely dependent  upon  the  Postal 
Service  to  conduct  business,  to  obtain 
access  to  essential  information,  and  to 
maintain  contact  with  friends  and  rela- 
tives. When  these  post  offices  are  closed 
or  when  service  is  reduced,  the  impact 
on  every  aspect  of  life  is  serious  and 
very  painful  indeed. 

In  recent  months,  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  has  created  a  great  deal  of  con- 
cern and  uncertainty  in  South  Dakota 
and,  I  am  sure,  in  other  States  as  well, 
by  predicting  severe  cutbacks  and  nu- 
merous closings  in  the  near  future.  Rela- 
tively few  post  offices  have,  in  fact,  been 
closed  to  date,  but  a  good  many  are 
under  review.  Postal  Service  officials 
have  encouraged  a  widespread  feeling 
that  many  more  closings  are  in  tl.e 
offing. 

This  amendment  would  not  prevent 
the  Postal  Service  from  closing  out  truly 
redundant  facilities.  It  would  not  per- 
petuate unnecessary  services,  nor  would 
it  impose  an  undue  burden  on  Postal 
Service  management.  Rather,  the  Ran- 
dolph amendment  would  establish  a  fair 
and  orderly  process  for  considering  rural 
closings  where  none  now  exists  and  it 
would  assure  the  people  in  our  rural 
areas  of  a  clear  line  of  recourse  in  the 
event  that  a  facility  is,  in  fact,  termi- 
nated. 

Mr.  President,  the  Randolph  amend- 
ment clarifies  the  intent  of  Congress 
with  regard  to  rural  service,  provides  a 
mechanism  for  carrying  out  that  intent, 
and  provides  our  rural  people  with  a 
degree  of  protection  from  arbitrary  bu- 
reaucratic actions.  I  assure  my  col- 
leagues that  where  the  Postal  Service 
is  concerned,  this  protection  is  badly 
needed. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
table  the  Senator's  amendment,  as  we 
agreed  that  I  would  do. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  it,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered;  is  that  correct? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

Mr.   HOLLINGS.  On  the   motion  to 
table? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.    HOLLINGS.   The    Senator   just 
moved  to  table.  We  never  did  get  that. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
table  the  Senator's  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  Senator  moved 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend- 
ment. But  does  the  Senator  want  the 
yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion  to  table? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  not  been  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  What  is  the  parliamen- 
tary situation  on  the  yeas  and  nays,  Mr. 
President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  not  been  ordered  on  the 
motion  to  table.  They  have  been  ordered 
on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient second. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Let  us  vote.  We  can 
outshout  them.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  the  motion  to  table  has 
been  made. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  on  the 
amendment.  I  wonder  if  we  can  transfer 
the  number  that  we  had. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By  unani- 
mous consent  that  can  be  done. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Can  it  be  done  by 
unanimous  consent? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes,  it 
can  be. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  so  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  transfer  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object,  what  is  the 
request? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  just  want  to  get 
the  yeas  and  nays  transferred  from  the 
amendment  to  the  motion  to  table. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  yeas  and  nays  are  ordered 
on  the  motion  to  table  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll.  The  question  is  on  agree- 
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ing  to  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  to  lay  on  the  table  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Bent- 
sen),  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston),  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Culver)  ,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr. 
Gravel)  ,  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Gary  Hart)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indi- 
ana (Mr.  Hartke)  ,  the  Senator  from  Col- 
orado (Mr.  Haskell)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mr.  Hathaway),  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  (Mr.  Magnuson),  the 
Senator  from  Montana  (Mr,  Mansfield)  , 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mon- 
dale),  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Moss),  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Muskie)  ,  the  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr. 
Talmadge),  and  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Tunney)  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  (Mr.  Inouye),  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy),  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Wil- 
liams) are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Magnuson)   would  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  HUGH  SCOTT.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Brock),  the  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
Goldwater),  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan (Mr.  Griffin),  and  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  (Mr.  Taft)  are  necessarily 
absent 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Garn)  is  absent  due  to 
a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Taft)  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  17, 
nays  58,  as  follows: 

IRollcall  Vote  No.  518  Leg.] 
YEAS — 17 


Bayh 

Glenn 

Percy 

Bellmon 

Hruska 

Scott,  Hugh 

Brooke 

McGee 

Stevens 

Burdick 

Mclntyre 

Stone 

Curtis 

Pastore 

Young 

Fong 

Pell 

NAYS— 58 

Abourezk 

Eastland 

Morgan 

Allen 

Fannin 

Nelson 

Baker 

Ford 

Nunn 

Bartlett 

Hansen 

Packwood 

Beall 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Pearson 

Biden 

Hatfield 

Proxmire 

Buckley 

Helms 

Randolph 

Bumpers 

Hollings 

Ribicoff 

Byrd, 

Huddleston 

Roth 

Harry  F.,  Jr. 

Humphrey 

Schweiker 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

.  Jackson 

Scott, 

Cannon 

Javits 

William  L 

Case 

Johnston 

Sparkman 

Chiles 

Laxalt 

Stafford 

Church 

Mathias 

Stennis 

Clark 

McClellan 

Stevenson 

Dole 

McClure 

Symington 

Domenlci 

McGovern 

Thurmond 

Durkin 

Mctcalf 

Tower 

Eagleton 

Montoya 

Weicker 

NOT  VOTING- 

-25 

Bentsen 

Hartke 

Mondale 

Brock 

Haskell 

Moss 

Cranston 

Hathaway 

Muskie 

Culver 

Inouye 

Taft 

Garn 

Kennedy 

Talmadge 

Goldwater 

Leahy 

Tunney 

Gravel 

Long 

Williams 

Griffin 

Magnuson 

Hart,  Gary 

Mansfield 

So  the  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
have  the  yeas  and  nays,  that  is  agreeable 
to  the  author  of  the  amendment.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thurmond)  .  Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 
There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  second  assistant  legislative  clerk 
called  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Bent- 
sen),  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston)  ,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Culver)  ,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Eastland)  ,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Gravel)  ,  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Gary  Hart),  the  Senator  from  In- 
diana (Mr.  Hartke),  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  (Mr.  Haskell),  the  Senator 
from  Maine  (Mr.  Hathaway)  ,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Vermont  (Mr.  Leahy)  ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Long),  the 
Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Magnu- 
son) ,  the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr. 
Mansfield)  ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
(Mr.  Moss),  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mr.  Muskie),  the  Senator  from  Mis- 
souri (Mr.  Symington)  ,  the  Senator  from 
California  (Mr.  Tunney)  ,  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Georgia  (Mr.  Talmadge)  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  (Mr.  Inouye),  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  (Mr.  Wil- 
liams) are  absent  on  official  business. 
I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  and  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Culver)  would  each,  vote 
"yea." 

Mr.  HUGH  SCOTT.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Brock)  ,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  ,  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
(Mr.  Griffin),  and  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Taft)  are  necessarily  absent. 
I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
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from  Utah  (Mr.  Garn)  Is  absent  due  to 
a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Taft)  would  vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  60, 
nays  13,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  S19  Leg.] 
YEAS— 60 


Abourezk 

Fannin 

Nelson 

Allen 

Ford 

Nunn 

Baker 

Hansen 

Packwood 

Bartlett 

Hart.  Philip  A. 

Pastore 

Bayh 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Beall 

Helms 

Pell 

Biden 

Hoi  lings 

Proxmire 

Buckley 

Huddleston 

Randolph 

Bumpers 

Humphrey 

Ribicoff 

Byrd, 

Jackson 

Roth 

Harry  F..  Jr. 

Javits 

Schweiker 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

!.  Johnston 

Scott, 

Cannon 

Laxalt 

William  L, 

Case 

Mathias^ 

Sparkman 

Chiles 

McClellan 

Stafford 

Church 

McClure 

Stennls 

Clark 

McGovern 

Stevenson 

Dole 

Mclntyre 

Thurmond 

Domenici 

Metcalf 

Tower 

Durkln 

Montoya 

Weicker 

Eagleton 

Morgan 

NAYS— 13 

Bellmon 

Glenn 

Stevens 

Brooke 

Hruska 

Stone 

Burdlck 

McGee 

Young 

Curtis 

Percy 

Fong 

Scott,  Hugh 

NOT  VOTTNO— 27 

Bentsen 

Hart,  Gary 

Mansfield 

Brock 

Hartke 

Mondale 

Cranston 

Haskell 

Moss 

Culver 

Hathaway 

Muskie 

Eastland 

Inouye 

Symingtoa 

Garn 

Kennedy 

Taft 

Goldwater 

Leahy 

Talmadg© 

Gravel 

Long 

Tunney 

Griffin 

Magnusoa 

Williams 

So  Mr.  Randolph's  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLLNGS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  ^the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2  201 

Mr.  HOLLLNGS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  2201,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Hollings)  proposes  amendment  numbered 
2201  In  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike   out  all   after  the   enacting   clause 

and   insert   in   lieu   thereof    the    following: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Postal 

Reorganization   Act   Amendments   of    1976". 

FTNANCTAL  MATTERS 

Sec.  2.  Section  2401  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(d)(1)  There  is  authorized  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fis- 


cal year  ending  September  30,  1977,  the 
amount  of  $1,000,000,000  to  be  applied 
against  the  accumulated  operating  indebted- 
ness of  the  Postal  Service  as  of  September 
30,    1976. 

"(2).  The  Postal  Service,  in  requesting 
amounts  to  be  approprated  under  this  sub- 
section, shall  present  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  a  statement  con- 
taining a  description  of  the  operations  of 
the  Postal  Service  together  with  any  other 
information  which  any  such  committee  con- 
siders necessary  to  determine  the  amount  of 
funds  to  be  appropriated  for  the  operation 
of   the  Postal  Service. 

"(e)  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  Sep- 
tember 30,  1977,  or,  if  funds  are  not  ap- 
propriated pursuant  to  the  authorization 
provided  in  subsection  (d)(1)  of  this  sec- 
tion before  the  beginning  of  such  fiscal  year, 
during  the  portion  of  such  fiscal  year  be- 
ginning with  the  day  on  which  any  funds 
are  so  appropriated,  the  Postal  Service  shall 
not — 

"(1)  have  in  effect  any  permanent  or 
temporary  rate  of  postage  or  fee  for  postal 
services  exceeding  the  rates  and  fees  in  ef- 
fect on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976, 
unless  that  excess  is  provided  for  under  sec- 
tion 3626  of  this  title; 

"(2)  close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more 
families  regularly  receive  their  mail  and 
which  was  providing  service  on  July  1,  1976; 
or 

"(3)  close  any  post  office  where  fewer  than 
35  families  receive  their  mail  and  which  was 
providing  service  on  July  1,  1976,  unless  the 
Postal  Service  receives  the  written  consent 
of  at  least  60  percent  of  the  regular  patrons  of 
such  office  who  are  at  least  18  years  of  age. 

"(f)  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  Sep- 
tember 30,  1977,  or  if  funds  are  not  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  the  authorization  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (d)(1)  of  this  section 
before  the  beginning  of  such  fiscal  year, 
during  the  portion  of  such  fiscal  year  be- 
ginning with  the  day  on  which  any  funds  are 
so  appropriated,  the  Postal  Service  shall  pro- 
vide door  delivery  or  curbline  delivery  to  all 
permanent  residential  addresses  (or  other 
than  apartment  building  addresses)  to  which 
service  is  begun  on  or  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
Amendements  of  1976. 

"(g)   Upon  the  request  of  the  Post  Office 

and  Civil  Service  Committee  of  the  Senate  or 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  the  Postal 
Service  shall  be  required  to  appear  and  to 
present  testimony  and  respond  to  questions 
with  respect  to  the  operation  and  financial 
conditions  of  the  Postal  Service. 

"(h)  The  rates  and  fees  established  under 
chapter  36  of  this  title  for  zone-rated  inaU 
matter  formerly  entered  under  former  chap- 
ter 67  of  this  title  shall  not  be  more  than  10 
percent  less  than  the  rates  and  fees  for  such 
mail  matter  would  be  if  the  funds  authorized 
under  this  section  were  not  appropriated.". 

Sec.  3.  (a)(1)  Section  2401(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(a)  All  revenues  and  fees  collected  by  the 
Postal  Service  shall  be  deposited  in  the  gen- 
eral  fund   of   the   Treasury   of   the   United 

(2)  Section  2003(b)(1)  of  such  title  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:. 
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"  ( 1 )  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  made  by  section  2401(b)  of 
this  title;". 

(3)  Section  2003(b)(3)  of  such  title  Is 
amended  by  Inserting  immediately  after 
"Postal  Service"  the  following:  "in  addition 
to  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  au- 
thorization made  by  section  2401(b)  of  this 
title". 

(4)  Section  4(b)  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  (Public  Law  91-375;  84  Stat.  774)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Postal  Service"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "United  States,  and 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  In  accordance 
with  section  2401(a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  as  added  by  the  Postal  Reorgani- 
zation Act  Amendments  of  1976.". 

(b)  (1)  Section  2401(b)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Postal  Service  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  operation  of  the 
Postal  Service." 

(2)  Section  2401  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(i)  In  requesting  amounts  to  be  appro- 
priated under  subsection  (b) ,  the  Postal 
Service  shall  present  to  the  Committees  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  and  the  Com- 
mittees on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  sufficient  copies  of 
the  budget  of  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  funds  are  requested  to  be 
appropriated.  If  such  budget  projects  an 
operating  deficit  for  such  fiscal  year,  the 
Postal  Service  shall  present  with  the  budget 
a  detailed  financial  analysis  of  proposals  to 
eliminate  such  deficit  including  any  pro- 
posals to  increase  rates  or  fees  for  services  or 
proposals  to  reduce  services.". 

(c)(1)  Section  3621  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "in- 
come" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "rev- 
enue". 

(2)  Section  3625(d)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "income"  and  inserting  In 
lieu  thereof  "revenue". 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1977. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  2005(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "The  net  increase  in 
the  amount  of  obligations  outstanding  for 
the  purpose  of  capital  improvements  shall 
not  exceed  $1,500,000,000  in  any  one  year. 
The  amount  of  obligations  which  the  Postal 
Service  issues  in  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  its  operating  expenses  shall 
not  exceed  $500,000,000,  and  no  obligation 
for  such  purpose  shall  be  issued  unless  the 
Postal  Service  is  required  to  retire  such  ob- 
ligation in  the  fiscal  year  in  which  it  was 
issued.". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  applies  to  obligations  Issued  after  Octo- 
ber 1,  1976.  Any  obligations  Issued  prior  to 
such  date  shall  be  retired  in  accordance  with 
the  sched\ile  adopted  by  the  Postal  Service 
and  the  Federal  Financing  Bank. 

Sec.  5.  Nothing  contained  herein  shall  be 
construed  to  impair  the  obligation  of  em- 
ployment contracts  that  the  Postal  Service 
has  entered  into  with  its  employees,  and 
nothing  contained  herein  shall  be  construed 
to  impair  the  authority  of  the  Postal  Service 
to  collectively  bargain  employment  contracts 


with  its  employees  as  provided  in  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act. 

ORGANIZATIONAL  MATTERS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  102  of  title  39,  United 
states  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"As  used  in  this  title  'Postal  Service' 
means  the  United  States  Postal  Service  es- 
tablished by  section  201  of  this  title.". 

(b)  Section  201  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ",  as  an  independent  estab- 
lishment  of"   and   inserting  in  lieu   thereof 

•within". 

(c)  Section  202  of  such  title  is  repealed 
and  the  item  relating  to  such  section  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  chapter  2  of  such  title 
as  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

'202.  Repealed.". 

(d)(1)    Sections  203  through  205  of  such 
title  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  203.  Postmaster  General 

"The  head  of  the  Postal  Service  is  the 
Postmaster  General.  The  Postmaster  General 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
The  Postmaster  General  shall  receive  com- 
pensation at  the  rate  provided  for  level  I  of 
the  Executive  Schedule  \mder  section  5312 
of  title  5. 
"§  204.  Deputy  Postmaster  General 

"The  Deputy  Postmaster  General  of  the 
Postal  Service  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate.  The  Deputy  Postmaster 
General  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the 
Postmaster  General  may  require.  The  Dep- 
uty Postmaster  General  shall  receive  com- 
pensation at  the  rate  provided  for  level  II 
of  the  Executive  Schedule  under  section 
5313  of  title  5. 

'•§  205.  Senior  Assistant  Postmasters  Gen- 
eral; Assistant  Postmasters  Gen- 
eral; General  Counsel;  Judicial  Of- 
ficer 

"There  shall  be  within  the  Postal  Service 
3  Senior  Assistant  Postmasters  General,  8 
Assistant  Postmasters  General,  a  General 
Counsel,  and  a  Judicial  Officer.  The  Senior 
Assistant  Postmasters  General,  the  Assistant 
Postmasters  General,  the  General  Counsel, 
and  the  Judicial  Officer  shall  be  appointed 
by,  and  shall  serve  at  the  pleasure  of,  the 
Postmaster  General.  The  Judicial  Officer  shall 
perform  such  quasi-Juidicial  duties,  not  in- 
consistent with  chapter  36  of  this  title,  as 
the  Postmaster  General  may  designate.  The 
Judicial  Officer  shall  be  the  agency  for  the 
purposes  of  the  requirements  of  chapter  5  of 
title  5,  to  the  extent  that  functions  are  del- 
egated to  him  by  the  Postmaster  General. 
The  Senior  Assistant  Postmasters  General 
shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  pro- 
vided for  level  ni  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
under  section  5314  of  title  5.  The  Assistant 
Postmasters  General,  the  General  Coimsel, 
and  the  Judicial  Officer  shall  receive  com- 
pensation at  the  rate  provided  for  level  IV 
of  the  Executive  Schedule  under  section  5315 
of  title  5.". 

(2)     The    items    relating    to    sections    203 
through   205  of  sxich  title  are  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 
'203.  Postmaster  General. 
'204.  Deputy  Postmaster  General. 
"205.  Senior  Assistant  Postmasters  General; 
Assistant  Postmasters  General;  Gen- 
eral Counsel;  Judicial  Officer.". 
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(•)  Section  402  of  sueh  title  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows  : 
"§  402.  Delegation  of  authority 

"The  Postmaster  General  may  delegate  to 
any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Postal  Service 
the  responsibility  for  the  performance  of 
such  functions  as  may  be  vested  by  law  in 
him  or  in  any  other  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Postal  Service.". 

(f)   Section  2402  of  such  title  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 
"$,  2402.  Annual  repor-t 

"The  Postmaster  General  shall  transmit 
an  animal  report  to  the  President  and  the 
Congress  concerning  the  operation  of  the 
Postal  Service  under  this  title.". 

Sec.  7.    (a)(1)    Section  3603  of  such  title 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"g  3603.  Duties  and  powers 

"(a)  The  Commission  shall  have  the  duty 
to  make  final  decisions  for  changes  in  postal 
rates  and  fees  and  in  mail  classification  mat- 
ters and  to  render  advisory  opinions  on 
postal  services  and  complaints  in  accordance 
with  the  policies  and  procedures  of  this  title. 

"(b)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall 
promulgate  rules  and  regulations  and  estab- 
lish procedures,  subject  to  chapters  5  and 
7  of  title  5,  and  take  any  other  action  they 
deem  necessary  and  proper  to  carry  out  their 
functions  and  obligations  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  and  the  people  as 
prescribed  under  this  chapter.  Such  rules, 
regulations,  procedures,  and  actions  shall 
not  be  subject  to  any  change  or  supervision 
by  the  Postal  Service.". 

(2)    The  item  relating  to  such  section  in 
the  table  of  sections  for  ehapter  36  of  such 
title  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"3603.  Duties  and  powers.". 

(b)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  3621 
of  such  title  Is  amended  by  striking  out 
"Governors"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"the  Postal  Rate  Commission". 

(2)  Section  3622(a)  of  such  title  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "to  submit  a  recom- 
mended decision  on  changes"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "to  decide  on  changes";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "may  submit  such 
suggestions  for  rate  adjustments  as  it  deems 
suitable"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "may 
make  such  rate  adjustments  as  it  deems 
suitable". 

(3)  Section  3622(b)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "the  Commission  shall 
make  a  recommended  decision"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "the  Commission  shall 
make  a  decision". 

(4)  Section  3623(b)  of  such  title  Is  amend- 
ed  by  striking  out   "recommended'^. 

(5)  Section  3623(c)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "recommended". 

(6)  (A)  Section  3601  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows 
'•§3601.  Establishment 

"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an 
independent  establishment  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5 
Commissioners,  appointed  by  the  President, 
by  jind  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall  be  chosen 
on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifica- 
tions and  may  be  removed  by  the  President 
only  for  cause.  Not  more  than  3  of  the  Com- 
missioners may  be  adherents  of  the  same 
political  party. 


"(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to 
serve  after  the  expiration  of  his  term  until 
his  successor  has  qualified,  except  that  a 
Commissioner  may  not  so  continue  to  serve 
for  more  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon 
which  his  term  otherwise  would  expire  un- 
der section  3602  of  this  title. 

"(c)  One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be 
designated  as  Chairman  by,  and  shall  serve 
in  the  position  of  Chairman  at  the  pleasure 
of,  the  President. 

"(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  ma- 
jority vote  designate  a  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Commission.  The  Vice  Chairman  shall  act 
as  chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  Chairman.". 

(B)  The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  as  amended  by 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  holding  office  on 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  ex- 
cept that  such  provisions  shall  apply  to  any 
appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner  oc- 
curring after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(7)  Section  3625  of  such  title  is  repealed 
and  the  item  relating  to  such  section  in  the 
table  of  sections  for  chapter  36  of  such  title 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

3625.  Repealed.". 

(8)  Section  3628  of  such  title  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "decision  of  the  Gov- 
ernors to  approve,  allow  under  protest,  or 
modify  the  recommended"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "and  the  Governors"; 
arid 

(C)  by  striking  out  "or  Governors". 

(9)  The  caption  of  section  3624  of  such 
title  and  the  item  relating  to  such  section  Jn 
the  analysis  of  chapter  36  of  such  title  are 
each  amended  by  striking  out  "Recom- 
mended decisions"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "Decisions". 

(c)  The  third  sentence  of  section  3662  of 
such  title  is  amended  by  striking  out  "recom- 
mended". 

Sec.  8.  (a)(1)  Section  1001(b)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "202,  204,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"203,  204,  205,". 

(2)  Section  1001(d)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "of  the  Board  or".' 

(b)  Section  1002(a)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "a  Governor  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "a". 

(c)(1)  Section  1005(a)(3)  of  such  title  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "202,  204,"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "203,  204,  205,". 

(2)  Section  1005(d)  of  such  title  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  "(other  than  the  Gover- 
nors) ". 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Section  5312  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  imme- 
diately after  paragraph  (13)  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(14)    Postmaster  General.". 

(b)  Section  5313  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph 
(22)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(23)   Deputy  Postmaster  General.". 

(c)  Section  5314  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph 
(63)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(64)  Senior  Assistant  Postmasters  Gen- 
eral (3).". 

(d)  Section  5315  of  such  title  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  paragraph 
(107)    the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(108)    Assistant  Postmasters  General  (8). 
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"(109)  General  Counsel  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service. 

"(110)  Judicial  Officer  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service.". 

RATE    MATTERS 

Sec.  10.  (a)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  in- 
serting immediately  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph 
(2)  of  this  subsection,  in  any  case  in  which 
the  Postal  Service  makes  a  request  under 
section  3622  of  this  title  for  a  decision  by 
the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  or  rates 
of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  serv- 
ices the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  deci- 
sion to  the  Postal  Service  under  subsection 
(d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months 
after  receiving  any  such  request  from  the 
Postal  Service. 

"(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commis- 
sion determines  that  the  Postal  Serviee  has 
unreasonably  delayed  consideration  of  a  re- 
quest made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  sec- 
tion 3622  by  failing  to  respond  within  a 
reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the 
Commission,  the  Commission  may  extend 
the  10-month  period  described  in  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  by  one  day  for  each 
day  of  such  delay.",     s 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceed- 
ing with  respect  to  the  decision  of  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  relating  to  proposed 
changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for 
postal  services,  requested  on  September  18, 
1975,  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in 
a  request  which  bears  or  which  at  any  time 
has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  3641  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and 
classes 

"(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  fails  to  transmit  a  decision  on  a 
change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees  for 
postal  services  to  the  Postal  Service  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  3624(c)  of  this  title, 
the  Postal  Service  may  establish  temporary 
changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  in  fees  for 
postal  services.  Such  temporary  changes  may 
take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal 
Service  may  determine,  except  that  such 
temporary  changes  may  take  effect  only  after 
10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established 
by  the  Postal  Service  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 
such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  for  suf- 
ficient revenues  to  assure  that  the  total 
estimated  revenue  including  appropriations, 
of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  be  equal  to  the  total  estimated 
costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

"(c)  The  Postal  Service  may  not  establish 
any  temporary  rate  for  a  class  of  mail  or  any 
temporary  fee  for  a  postal  service  which  is 
more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  re- 
quested for  such  class  or  postal  service  by  the 
Postal  Service  under  section  3622  of  this 
title. 

"(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of 
postage  or  in  fees  for  postal  service  made  by 
the  Postal  Service  under  this  section  shall 


remain  in  effect  no  longer  than  150  days 
after  the  date  upon  which  the  Commission 
transmits  its  decision  to  the  Postal  Service 
under  section  3624(d)  of  this  title,  unless 
such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by  the 
Postal  Service  before  the  expiration  of  such 
period. 

"(e)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does 
not  transmit  to  the  Postal  Service  within  90 
days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  submitted, 
or  within  30  days  after  the  Postal  Service 
has  resubmitted,  to  the  Commission  a  re- 
quest for  a  decision  on  a  change  in  the  mail 
classification  schedule  (after  such  schedule 
is  established  under  section  3623  of  this 
title),  the  Postal  Service,  upon  10  days'  no- 
tice in  the  Federal  Register,  may  place  into 
effect  temporary  changes  in  the  mail  classi- 
fication schedule  in  accordance  with  pro- 
posed changes  under  consideration  by  the 
Commission.  Any  temporary  change  shall  be 
effective  for  a  period  ending  not  later  than 
30  days  after  the  Commission  has  trans- 
mitted its  decision  to  the  Postal  Service. 

"(f)  If,  under  section  3628  of  this  title, 
a  court  orders  a  matter  returned  to  the 
Commission  for  further  consideration,  the 
Postal  Service,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Commission,  may  place  into  effect  tempo- 
rary changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  fees 
for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classifica- 
tion schedule.". 

(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 
any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the 
decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  re- 
lating to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  post- 
age and  in  fees  for  postal  services  requested 

on  September  18,  1975,  by  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  in  a  request  which  bears  or 
which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under 
Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number 
R76-1. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  as  such  provisions 
were  in  effett  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to 
any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the 
Postal  Service  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission,  dated  Septem- 
ber 18,  1975,  for  a  decision,  bearing  Docket 
Number  R76-1. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  distinguished  Senator 
yield  for  a  request? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, there  will  be  no  more  rollcall  votes 
today. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  man- 
ager of  the  bill,  the  ranking  member, 
and  the  author  of  the  amendment  are 
willing  to  enter  into  a  time  agreement  on 
this  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
be  a  time  limitation  of  4  hours  on  the 
amendment  to  begin  running  tomorrow 
morning  at  10  a.m.  with  a  vote  to  occur 
at  no  later  than  2  p.m.  on  the  amend- 
ment, the  time  to  be  equally  divided  on 
the  amendment  between  Mr.  Hollings 
and  Mr.  McGee,  that  there  be 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  Helms  will  not  agree 
to  a  time  limitation  agreement. 
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Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  On  this 
amendment? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  do  not  know  if  it  is  on 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  withdraw  the  request  for  the 
time  being. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  as  to  the  sub- 
stitute amendment  that  I  have  called  up 
and  the  clerk  has  stated  there  be  added 
thereto  at  the  end  of  that  substitute  the 
language  of  the  Randolph  amendment 
just  agreed  to  by  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  the  amendment  is 
so  modified. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  while 
we  are  trying  to  check  with  our  col- 
league, as  the  distinguished  assistant 
majority  leader  has  reported,  there  will 
be  no  further  votes  this  afternoon,  but 
I  wished  to  clarify  with  the  few  Mem- 
bers that  we  do  have  to  listen,  the  fact 
that  we  have  finally  agreed  to  an  amend- 
ment that  we  were  unable  to  in  com- 
mittee. I  know  in  good  spirit  our  distin- 
guished chairman  from  Wyoming  will 
indulge  this  amendment  on  its  merits 
rather  than  on  the  proposition  that  this 
would  ruin  that  very  tenuous,  fragile, 
and  exact  compromise  worked  out  among 
the  Senate,  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, and  the  administration,  for  already 
with  the  adoption  of  the  Randolph 
amendment  there  is  no  question  but 
what  we  will  have  a  conference  with  our 
House  colleagues. 

I  think  this  is  the  major  point,  Mr. 
President,  with  respect  to  the  action  by 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  have  had  in  the  time  allowed  me 
with  the  rollcall  votes  to  look  at  the  bill 
that  was  introduced  in  the  House  at  the 

very  beginning.  It  was  H.R.  2445  which 
was  Mr.  Hanley's  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  and  I 
were  discussing  it,  and  in  that  discussion, 
the  Senator's  position,  as  I  understood 
it,  was  that  they  did  not  have  before 
them  what  we  have  now  in  the  way  of  a 
McGee  amendment,  of  simply  putting  up 
the  money  and  altering  the  rate  com- 
mission. 

The  fact  is  that  they  put  in  H.R.  2445 
with  the  various  subject  matters.  They 
were  entitled  "The  Organization  of  Fi- 
nancial Matters  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  and  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion," introduced  in  January  1975,  which 
encompassed  the  duties  and  powers  of 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  the  changes 
in  its  organizational  structure,  the  mem- 
bership of  the  Board  of  Governors,  and 
the  revision  of  the  laws  relating  to 
private  carriage  of  letters  and  applica- 
tion to  the  Postal  Service  of  administra- 
tive procedures  under  title  V,  the  rules 
governing   certain  Postal  Service   con- 


tracts, the  fees  on  real  property,  publi- 
cations of  notice,  and  miscellaneous  pro- 
visions, with  the  right  of  transfer  and 
everything  else. 

Having  sort  of  covered  the  waterfront, 
Mr.  Hanley,  after  having  the  hearings 
during  the  6 -month  period  from  January 
to  July,  reported  in  July,  for  himself  and 
others,  H.R.  8603,  which  is  presently 
under  discussion. 

Under  H.R.  8603,  we  then  come  to  the 
Hanley  provision,  which  struck  out  the 
varied  provisions,  and  came  up  with  what 
could  be  characterized  as  a  well  worked 
out  compromise;  namely,  dealing  with 
just  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  and  the 
money. 

I  have  tried  to  parallel  the  way  the 
problem  was  posed  in  the  House  and  the 
issues  they  were  confronting  at  the  time 
they  adopted  the  Alexander  amendment. 
At  that  time,  they  had — just  as  we  have 
now — the  so-called  substitute  stream- 
lined, just  taking  care  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  and  the  money  needed.  In- 
stead, they  said : 

No.  After  five  years,  we  have  to  go  ahead 
and  reassert  the  oversight  responsibility,  and 
we  want  the  Postmaster  General  appointed 
by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the 
Senate. 

That,  in  essence,  is  our  substitute 
amendment  No.  2201. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  commence  at  this 
time  a  prepared  statement  I  have  on  the 
entire  matter,  and  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina.  I 
think  he  has  a  point  to  make,  or  we  will 
present  a  unanimous-consent  request  as 
to  a  time  limitation  on  the  substitute. 
However,  we  did  not  want  to  make  any 
agreement  without  the  consent  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

introduction:   why  we're  here 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee has  reported  legislation  which 
purports  to  seek  a  resolution  to  the  many 
problems  confronting  the  Postal  Service. 
The  committee  bill  essentially  provide 
for  an  increased  subsidy,  the  creation  of 
a  blue  ribbon  commission  to  study  postal 
problems  and  a  moratorium  on  increas- 
ing rates  and  decreasing  services.  This 
proposal  is  simply  a  buy  away  of  the 

problems  we  should  be  working  to  under- 
stand and  solve.  I  am  deeply  concerned 
over  the  course  of  action  which  is  being 
suggested.  I  introduced  S.  718  in  Febru- 
ary of  1975  but  I  have  not  been  able  to 
get  hearings.  Now  after  careful  consid- 
eration, I  propose  an  alternative  which 
I  feel  would  make  the  substantive 
changes  necessary  for  an  efficient  and 
accountable  Postal  Service.  I  intend  to 
offer  my  substitute  to  the  Senate  so  that 
my  colleagues  will  have  the  opportunity 
to  consider  the  proposal  on  its  merits. 

My  substitute  contains  seven  major 
provisions.  They  are  as  follows: 
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First.  Annual  authorization. — Begin- 
ning in  fiscal  year  1978  the  Postal  Service 
would  be  required  to  come  before  the 
Congress  each  year  for  authorization  and 
appropriation  of  its  total  budget.  Addi- 
tionally, the  Service  will  be  required  to 
present  an  analysis  of  its  projected  deficit 
and  an  outline  of  possible  actions  which 
would  balance  the  books. 

Second.  Transitional  subsidy. — There 
would  be  a  $1  billion  authorization  for 
fiscal  year  1977  to  prevent  a  disruption 
of  postal  operations  while  Congress  re- 
views the  needs  of  the  Postal  Service  as 
we  gear  up  for  our  authorization  respon- 
sibilities. 

Third.  Moratorium  on  increased  rates 
and  decreased  service. — A  moratorium 
would  be  imposed  on  increasing  rates,  on 
the  closing  of  post  offices  which  serve 
35  or  more  families  and  on  eliminating 
door  or  curb  delivery.  This  moratorium 
would  be  in  effect  until  fiscal  year  1978 
when  the  Congress  begins  the  annual  au- 
thorization process  for  the  Postal  Service. 

Fourth.  Presidential  appointment  of 
Postmaster  General. — The  Postmaster 
General  would  be  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  confirmed  by  the  Senate.  The 
Postal  Service  requires  positive  attention 
and  guidance  from,  as  well  as  account- 
ability to,  the  executive  branch. 

Fifth.  Abolish  Board  of  Governors. — 
The  Board  of  Governors  simply  has  not 
done  the  job.  Also  it  should  be  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Congress,  publicly  ac- 
countable representatives,  to  guide  and 
direct  the  Postal  Service. 

Sixth.  Expedite  ratemaking. — There 
would  be  a  requirement  that  all  rate  de- 
cisions from  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion shall  be  determined  within  10 
months.  The  delays  of  the  Commission 
have  been  of  major  significance  in  con- 
tributing to  postal  losses. 

Seventh.  Limit  borrowing  authority. — 
The  ability  of  the  Postal  Service  to  bor- 
row funds  to  offset  operating  expenses 
would  be  limited  to  $500  million  at  any 
one  time.  This  provision  will  also  require 
that  the  debt  be  retired  within  the  same 
fiscal  year.  This  limited  borrowing  au- 
thority will  provide  the  Postal  Service 
with  a  buffer  should  a  cash  flow  problem 
arise  during  the  annual  authorization 
and  appropriations  process. 

Additionally,  I  must  point  out  that 
Presidential  appointment  of  the  Post- 
master General  does  not  create  a  Post 
Office  Department.  Nor  do  these  mea- 
sures do  away  with  collective  bargaining. 
And,  needless  to  say,  we  do  not  want  to 
undo  those  portions  of  postal  reorganiza- 
tion which  prohibit  political  recommen- 
dations. 

In  1970,  the  Congress,  with  the  sup- 
port of  the  President,  past  Postmasters 
General,  and  most  mail  users  trans- 
formed the  old  Post  Office  Department 


..ito  a  publicly  controlled  corporation 
named  the  U.S.  Postal  Service.  For  6 
years  we  have  watched  the  Postal  Service 
hoping  that  it  would  be  able  not  only  to 
survive,  but  to  provide  more  efficient 
service.  We  have  been  disappointed.  Not 
only  has  service  eroded,  but  the  poorer 
service  is  costing  us  more  everyday.  Now 
the  committee  wants  to  increase  the 
subsidy  and  study  the  problems  through 
a  blue  ribbon  commission. 

It  is  stressed  that  the  committee's  pro- 
posal is  a  compromise  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  leaders  from  the  House 
Post  Office  Committee  and  the  admin- 
istration and  that  if  the  Congress  moves 
away  from  this  compromise,  the  Presi- 
dent will  veto  the  legislation.  I  disagree. 
It  seems  quite  evident  from  the  fact  that 
the  White  House  will  not  even  return 
telephone  calls  from  the  Postmaster 
General  that  the  Postal  Service  has  not 
been  a  priority  of  the  President's.  I  can- 
not believe  the  President  is  aware  of  the 
crucial  state  of  postal  affairs.  However, 
if  Congress  sends  him  legislation  such  as 
I  am  proposing,  he  will  need  to  take  no- 
tice and  sign  this  sensible  approach  to  a 
very  difficult  situation.  I  cannot  see  the 
President  by  an  act  of  veto  raising  rates 
and  terminating  Saturday  deliveries  just 
before  November. 

While  the  leadership  of  the  House 
committee  was  a  part  of  the  compromise, 
I  question  whether  or  not  the  House  of 
Representatives  will  agree  to  it.  In  Sep- 
tember 1975,  the  House  considered  a  bill 
that  was  similar  to  the  approach  being 
taken  by  the  Senate  committee.  During 
their  consideration  they  adopted  an 
amendment  by  a  vote  of  267  to  123  which 
required  annual  authorization  and  thus 
accountability.  The  bill  was  later  recom- 
mitted to  committee  and  on  their  second 
attempt  in  October  1975  the  House  again 
expressed  its  desire  for  annual  authoriza- 
tion. Additionally,  the  House  adopted  an 
amendment  requiring  the  appointment 
of  the  Postmaster  General  and  the  Dep- 
uty Postmaster  General  by  the  President 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Sen- 
ate. It  seems  unlikely  that  the  member- 
ship of  the  House  would  be  willing  to  be- 
gin again. 

I  do  not  look  forward  to  taking  on  the 
unpleasant  task  of  straightening  out  the 
Postal  Service.  And  while  I  was  not  a 
prophet  when  I  voted  against  Postal  Re- 
organization in  1970, 1  do  not  feel  we  can 
continue  to  avoid  this  responsibility.  It 
is  for  this  reason  that  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  carefully  review  my  substitute. 

Due  to  the  current  financial  crisis  of 
the  Postal  Service  and  due  to  the  inade- 
quate time  available  to  the  Congress  for 
review  of  Postal  Service  needs,  the 
amendment  authorizes  $1  billion  for  fis- 
cal year  1977.  Then,  beginning  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  1977,  the  Postal  Service  would  be 
required   to  come   before   the   Congress 
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each  year  for  authorization  and  appro- 
priation of  its  total  budget  request. 

This  would  restore  accountability  of 
the  Postal  Service  to  the  people  it  serves. 
We  would  not  be  giving  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice an  open-ended  subsidy.  We  need  a 
strong  oversight  and  effort  to  halt  the 
continued  postal  deficits  and  to  assure. 
continued  postal  services.  It  is  still  my 
intent  that  the  Postal  Service  would 
make  every  effort  to  balance- their  re- 
ceipts and  expenditures. 

Several  months  ago  OMB  Director 
James  Lynn  appeared  before  the  com- 
mittee. At  that  time,  while  Postmaster 
General  Bailar  was  telling  us  that  he 
could  not  survive  the  year  without  a 
subsidy,  Mr.  Lynn,  speaking  for  the  Pres- 
ident, said  he  did  not  think  that  the 
Postal  Service  needed  help.  He  said  that 
the  Service  is  strictly  a  business  proposi- 
tion and  that  it  should  be  run  as  such. 
The  President  has  continually  said  that 
the  Postal  Service  should  not  be  sub- 
sidized. 

At  the  same  time  the  OMB  continues 
to  review  all  Postal  Service  legislation 
and  provide  the  administration's  point 
of  view.  In  fact,  they  held  up  the  com- 
ments on  my  bill  S.  718  for  almost  a  year. 
For  what  other  businesses,  Mr.  President, 
does  the  OMB  have  such  tight  control 
while  at  the  same  time  abdicating  any 
responsibility. 

The  Postal  Service  is  an  important  in- 
stitution to  all  of  the  American  people. 
It  deserves  the  positive  attention,  care, 
concern,  and  guidance  from  the  execu- 
tive branch  at  all  times.  And  making  the 
Postmaster  General  a  Presidential  ap- 
pointment will  insure  that  the  Postal 
Service  gets  the  necessary  attention. 

Of  course,  as  I  stated  earlier,  this  does 
not  recreate  a  Post  Office  Department. 
The  law  will  continue  to  prohibit  politi- 
cal recommendations  and  I  am  not  alter- 
ing the  authority  for  negotiating  and 
consummating  labor-management  "col- 
lective bargaining"  agreements. 

The  most  recent  survey  of  the  "collec- 
tive bargaining"  activities  in  the  execu- 
tive branch  shows  that  there  are  3,483 
separate  collective  bargaining  units. 
There  are  recognized  labor  unions  in  all 
major  Government  agencies.  When  the 
Congress  created  the  Postal  Service,  it 
made  the  USPS  unique  among  Federal 
entities  in  that  the  Postmaster  General 
was  instructed  to  enter  into  wage  and 
hour  agreements  with  employee  labor 
organizations.  I  have  not  changed  these 
provisions.  In  fact,  I  specifically  provide 
that  nothing  in  my  legislation  will  inter- 
fere with  the  right  to  collectively  bargain. 

Next  I  move  to  the  Board  of  Governors. 
The  creation  of  the  Board  of  Governors 
was  an  effort  to  create  a  corporate  struc- 
ture, modeled  after  those  in  the  business 
world,  for  the  newly  established  Postal 


Service.  Each  of  the  Governors  was  sup- 
posed to  bring  to  his  or  her  appointment 
an  understanding  of  the  workings  of  the 
service  including  business  matters  and 
the  public  service  function  of  postal  oper- 
ations. It  was  intended  that  the  Board  of 
Governors  would  direct  and  oversee  that 
Postmaster  General  who  serves  at  its  will. 

With  but  a  few  exceptions,  the  Board 
of  Governors  has  displayed  little  exper- 
tise in  the  field.  Smce  its  establishment, 
13  members  have  been  appointed.  Of 
these,  five  members  have  resigned  before 
the  expiration  of  their  terms  and  the 
two  members  who  served  their  full  terms 
were  not  reappointed.  Furthermore,  until 
earlier  this  month  there  were  three 
vacancies  on  the  Board:  two  were  just 
filled.  To  sum  up,  the  Board  had  done 
little  more  than  rubberstamp  decisions. 
Additionally,  we  should  note  that  the 
President  nor  the  Senate  must  take  the 
Board  seriously  since  they  continually 
allow  vacant  seats  not  to  be  filled. 

I  would  abolish  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors because  it  simply  has  not  done  the 
job.  Besides,  it  is  the  Congress  that 
should  oversee  the  Postal  Service. 

My  legislation  also  provides  that  all 
rate  decisions  from  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  shall  be  determined  within 
10  months.  The  delays  of  the  Commission 
have  been  of  major  significance  in  con- 
tributing to  postal  losses.  While  the  com- 
mittee bill  takes  a  similar  approach  to 
expediting  rate  cases,  I  should  point  out 
that  under  my  proposal  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  would  be  making  final  deci- 
sions that  are  appealable  to  the  courts. 
The  committee  would  continue  the  prac- 
tice of  having  the  Commission  send  rec- 
ommended decisions  to  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors for  their  approval  or  disapproval. 

Finally,  I  would  limit  the  borrowing 
authority  of  the  Postal  Service.  When 
considering  Postal  Reorganization,  it  was 
determined  that  the  Postal  Service,  like 
other  corporations,  should  be  permitted 
to  borrow  money  for  capital  expendi- 
tures and  operating  expenses.  The  law 
authorizes  the  Postal  Service  to  issue  and 
sell  obligations  not  to  exceed  $10  billion 
outstanding  at  any  one  time.  The  net  in- 
crease outstanding  in  any  1  year  shall 
not  exceed  $1.5  billion  for  capital  im- 
provements and  $500  million  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defraying  operating  expenses. 

At  the  present  time  the  Postal  Service 
has  an  outstanding  debt  of  about  $3  bil- 
lion. Of  that  amount,  $2.8  billion  is  fi- 
nanced through  the  Federal  Financing 
Bank,  a  division  of  the  Treasury,  and 
$250  million  is  financed  through  the  is- 
suance of  bonds.  At  the  FFB  $1.3  billion 
is  attributable  to  capital  expenditures 
and  $1.5  billion  is  attributable  to  oper- 
ating expenditures.  Of  this  $1.5  billion 
figure,  $500  million  was  borrowed  as  re- 
cently as  May  28,  1976. 
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Based  on  their  present  financial  condi- 
tion, there  is  a  serious  question  as  to  the 
ability  of  the  Postal  Service  to  repay 
their  present  debt.  Thus,  the  authority 
to  borrow  for  operations  should  be  lim- 
ited to  $500  million  at  any  one  time.  If 
the  Postal  Service  should  default,  the 
FFB  would  look  to  the  Federal  Treasury 
for  repayment.  This  is  obviously  unde- 
sirable. This  action  would  never  be  tol- 
erated in  any  well  run  business  enter- 
prise. 

As  we  all  know,  most  Americans  are 
dissatisfied  with  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice. We  receive  literally  thousands  of  let- 
ters expressing  this  dissatisfaction  from 
our  constituents.  Daily,  we  read  news 
stories  and  editorials  which  express  con- 
cern about  the  erosion  of  service  and 
which  question  management  of  the  Pos- 
tal Service.  We  are  not  only  seeing  the 
erosion  of  service.  We  are  experiencing 
a  crisis  in  confidence  in  an  institution 
which  touches  and  affects  the  lives  of 
almost  every  American  daily. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  Congress  pro- 
vide guidance  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 
It  is  time  for  us  to  take  a  critical  look 
at  this  necessary  institution  and  make 
changes  which  will  help  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice get  on  the  track  toward  achieving  the 
original  goals  of  postal  reorganization. 
These  goals  are  improved  service  to  all 
Americans  and  responsible  management 
with  the  development  of  financial 
stability. 

I  have  taken  my  critical  look,  Mr. 
President.  And  I  am  offering  an  alterna- 
tive to  postponing  the  inevitable.  The 
purpose  of  my  substitute  is  to  insure  bet- 
ter service,  financial  stability  and  more 
accountability  to  the  people.  We  simply 
cannot  continue  to  ignore  the  problems 
by  hiding  behind  another  blue  ribbon 
commission  as  is  being  suggested  by  the 
Post  Office  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  why  the  Postal 
Service  has  gotten  into  and  continued 
down  the  road  of  business  failure  at  the 
cost  to  the  American  people.  I  think  we 
all  know  why.  The  service  has  been  going 
downhill  since  the  beginning,  but  we 
have  refused  to  look.  We  did  not  want  to 
see  the  problems. 

Two  years  ago,  Mr.  President,  after 
literally  thousands  of  letters  of  com- 
plaints from  postal  users  across  our  Na- 
tion, I  decided  that  we  should  turn  our 
attention  to  this  mess.  I  introduced  leg- 
islation. I  asked  for  hearings.  I  was  told 
to  wait.  I  was  told  we  should  "give  them 
some  more  time."  We  never  had  general 
oversight  hearings  and  we  have  but  a  few 
staff  investigations.  But  during  the  past 
few  months,  I  have  studied  this  issue.  I 
have  read  the  140  some  odd  GAO  studies 
and  reports.  I  have  reviewed  the  hearing 
record  from  our  colleagues  on  the  House 
side.  And  I  have  met  with  associations, 
mail  users,  Postal  officials,  and  the  GAO. 


Mr.  President,  I  am  aghast  at  what  I 
have  learned.  I  would  like  at  this  time 
to  share  some  of  this  information  with 
the  rest  of  my  colleagues. 

THE   COMMITTEE   REPORT   AND    OUR    SUBSTITUTE 

Let  us  begin  by  taking  a  look  at  the 
committee  report  which  actually  high- 
lights and  supports  many  of  the  provi- 
sions of  our  proposal.  The  committee 
points  out  that  in  face  of  an  increasing 
deficit  the  Postal  Service  is  reducing  ex- 
penditures and  service  reductions.  Small 
post  offices  have  been  closed ;  a  number  of 
business  deliveries  in  many  cities  have 
been  reduced ;  doors  and  to  some  extent, 
curb  line  delivery  has  been  abandoned 
for  new  residential  addresses;  overtime 
work  has  been  reduced,  thereby  increas- 
ing delivery  time;  and  in  many  regions 
there  has  been  a  freeze  on  hiring  which 
also  increases  delivery  time.  The  com- 
mittee further  acknowledges  that  addi- 
tional cuts  in  service  are  being  considered 
and  are  extremely  likely  if  the  present 
conditions  at  the  Postal  Service  remain 
unchanged. 

Next,  the  committee  points  out  that 
postal  rates  have  been  increasing.  The 
first  class  rate  has  increased  at  a  greater 
rate  than  the  consumer  price  index  and 
predictions  are  that  rates  will  continue  to 
increase.  I  am  told  that  we  could  see  an- 
other rate  hike  after  the  beginning  of 
the  year. 

They  then  move  to  concerns  over  the 
fiscal  posture  of  the  Postal  Service.  The 
postal  deficit  increased  from  $175  mil- 
lion in  1972  to  $989  million  in  1975.  A 
deficit  of  $1.5  billion  is  estimated  for 
fiscal  year  1976  and  a  $1  billion  55  mil- 
lion deficit  is  estimated  for  fiscal  year 
1977. 1  quote  from  the  committee  report: 

If  it  were  truly  a  business,  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  would  be  bankrupt. 

In  1971  $3.4  billion  worth  of  assets 
were  turned  over  to  the  Postal  Service. 
By  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1977  the  Postal 
Service  will  be  faced  with  an  accumu- 
lated deficit  of  approximately  $4.5  billion. 
Thus,  since  postal  reorganization,  the 
Postal  Service  has  lost  around  $8  billion. 

The  committee  goes  on  to  point  out 
the  abusive  use  of  the  borrowing  author- 
ity granted  to  the  Postal  Service.  Under 
reorganization  we  gave  the  Postal  Service 
the  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $10  billion. 
It  was  intended  that  these  funds  would 
be  used  primarily  for  capital  expendi- 
tures. However,  the  Postal  Service  has 
been  borrowing  $500  million  a  year  to 
the  extent  of  $1.5  billion  outstanding 
which  has  been  used  to  defray  their  oper- 
ating deficits.  The  committee  has  ex- 
pressed great  concern  that  annual  resort 
to  off  budget  borrowing  for  operating  ex- 
penses will  only  deepen  the  Service's 
insolvency. 

The  report  further  points  out  that  ac- 
cording to  the  General  Accounting  Office 
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man  is  not  moving  as  well  as  in  1969. 
Also,  there  have  been  problems  in  the 
rate  setting  procedures  and  problems  in 
increased  costs  of  operation  to  the 
Postal  Service.  Now,  it  is  stated  on  page 
15,  after  the  ground  work  for  consider- 
ation of  the  committee's  legislation 
which  began  in  February  of  1973  the 
committee  solution  is  to  commence  yet 
another  study  with  yet  another  blue 
ribbon  commission  and  to  authorize 
funds  as  a  stopgap  measure. 

The  mail  service  to  the  public  has  de- 
teriorated and  is  deteriorating  The  pub- 
lic has  been  expressing  its  dissatisfaction, 
not  only  through  complaints  to  our 
offices,  but  also  by  withdrawing  its  busi- 
ness from  the  mails  and  switching  to 
other  means  of  communications.  This  is 
evidenced  by  a  per  capita  drop  in  pieces 
of  mail  handled  since  1971.  In  the  most 
recent  fiscal  year,  the  Postal  Service 
handled  89.3  billion  pieces  of  mail,  down 
nearly  1  percent  from  90.1  billion  the 
previous  year.  The  volume  drops  result 
in  creased  rates  which  in  turn  produce  a 
greater  loss  of  business  which  again  will 
force  increased  rates. 

The  cost  of  this  vicous  cycle  has  been 
staggering.  The  cost  of  mail  service  has 
risen  by  63  percent  since  1971,  while 
prices  of  other  services  measured  by  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  have  increased  by 
only  35  percent.  Despite  the  negligible 
increase  in  total  mail  handled  since  1971, 
when  volume  was  87  billion  pieces,  the 
public  now  pays  $3  billion  more  for  mail 
service  than  it  did  in  1971.  But  the  real 
question,  is  what  level  of  service  does  the 
public  receive  at  this  increased  cost? 

mail  service:  is  it  as  good  as  they  say? 
1.  delayed  mail 

The  Postal  Service's  measurement  sys- 
tem shows  that  on  a  nationwide  basis  96 
percent  of  local  first-class  mail  receives 
overnight  delivery.  However,  this  figure 
includes  only  stamped  first-class  mail, 
which  accounts  for  only  40  percent  of 
the  first-class  volume. 

The  measurement  system  has  weak- 
nesses. A  major  problem  is  that  the  in- 
formation system  can  be,  and  has  been, 
manipulated  at  the  local  level.  We 
learned  that  in  Detroit  late  mail  was 
deliberately  removed  from  the  delivery 
units  being  counted  in  order  to  improve 
overnight  delivery  performance  statis- 
tics. The  General  Accounting  Office  ob- 
serves that  during  the  night  before  cer- 
tain tests,  special  emphasis  was  being 
given  to  the  mail  at  the  delivery  units 
to  be  tested  the  following  morning.  Con- 
sequently, the  GAO  designed  a  test  of 
mail  processing  operations  to  determine 
if  late  mail  was  being  removed  from  a 
delivery  unit  before  it  was  being  tested. 

On  five  separate  days,  letters  which 
were  canceled  several  days  in  advance 
were  planted  with  other  mail  addressed 


to  the  delivery  units  to  De  tested.  Man 
for  these  delivery  units  was  sorted  at  the 
Detroit  Sectional  Center  and  sent  to  an- 
other office  where  the  tests  were  con- 
ducted. On  4  of  the  days,  most  of  the 
last  letters  were  removed  from  the  de- 
livery units  before  the  tests.  On  three 
occasions  GAO  located  their  missing  let- 
ters along  with  as  many  as  10  other  late 
letters  with  the  same  delivery  unit  back 
at  the  Detroit  Sectional  Center. 

Three  Detroit  mail  processing  foremen 
said  they  examined  mail  destined  for  de- 
livery units  to  be  tested  and  removed 
late  letters.  They  then  reinserted  these 
letters  in  the  mail  processing  operation 
at  a  point  when  they  could  not  be  de- 
livered in  time  for  the  test.  One  foreman 
said  he  held  out  as  many  as  300  late 
letters  in  a  single  evening.  Although 
these  foremen  said  they  had  been  in- 
structed to  withhold  late  mail,  their 
superiors  denied  knowledge  of  these 
activities. 

The  system  has  another  flaw  resulting 
from  the  dual  purpose  measurement  of 
mail  delivery  performance  and  volume. 
The  origin  destination  information  sys- 
tem— ODIS — v/as  designed  to  measure 
mail  delivery  performance  and  volume. 
However,  an  accurate  measure  of  both 
is  precluded  by  ODIS's  data  collection 
procedures  for  recording  misthrown 
mail. 

Misthrown  mail — mail  at  the  right 
office  but  wrong  delivery  unit — is  re- 
corded as  "delivered"  during  a  test.  Pre- 
sumption is  that  mail  is  misthrown  in 
equal  amounts  among  all  delivery  mail 
units  and  will  be  sorted  to  the  proper 
unit  for  delivery  that  same  day.  This 
presumption  is  not  entirely  correct  be- 
cause misthrown  mail  is  not  always  de- 
livered the  same  day.  Also,  offices  cannot 
agree  on  how  to  treat  such  letters  and 
headquarters  has  no  written  policy.  Re- 
cording misthrown  mail  remaining  at 
delivery  units  from  the  previous  day 
overstates  mail  volume  for  that  day 
and  unit. 

The  GAO  evaluation  showed  that 
overnight  delivery  areas  are  tailored  to 
meet  a  95-percent  performance.  Geo- 
graphic areas  committed  for  overnight 
delivery  are  determined  by  each  section- 
al center  facility — SCF.  Generally,  a 
commitment  is  made  to  only  those  areas 
where  SCF  postal  management  expects 
to  meet  its  goal  95  percent  of  the  time. 
Overnight  delivery  areas  are  continually 
being  expanded  and  now  include  over  50 
percent  of  the  first-class  mail  volume. 

Aside  from  the  manipulation  the 
Postal  Service  does  not  measure  the  time 
required  for  mail  to  be  collected,  trans- 
ported, prepared  for  postmarking,  sorted 
for  delivery  by  carriers  or  clerks,  and 
delivered.  The  Postal  Service  assumes 
that  most  mail  is  postmarked  the  same 
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day  it  is  mailed  and  that  a  carrier  de- 
livers the  mail  on  the  day  he  receives  it. 
However,  stamped  first-class  mail  des- 
tined for  delivery  overnight  and  mailed 
by  5  p.m.  is  collected  and  canceled  with 
an  a.m.  or  p.m.  postmark  of  the  date 
on  which  it  is  moiled.  Mail  collected  af- 
ter 5  p.m.  receives  a  minus  p.m.  cancel- 
lation. The  minus  p.m.  cancellation  is 
not  recorded  on  an  ODIS  test  as  quali- 
fying for  overnight  delivery  and  that 
mail  is  not  included  in  the  Service's  over- 
night delivery  performance  statistics. 
About  20  percent  of  all  overnight  area 
mail  receives  a  minus  p.m.  postmark  and 
is  included  in  the  Service's  2-day  deliv- 
ery statistics. 

The  conclusion  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  is  that  the  only  continu- 
ing measure  of  first-class  mail  delivery 
performance  before  and  after  postal  re- 
organization is  average  time  to  delivery. 
In  1969,  the  average  time  to  deliver  first- 
class  mail  was  1.5  days.  Today,  the  aver- 
age is  about  1.65  days. 

2.   REDUCTIONS  TN  SERVICE 

Fewer  pickups  and  collections,  mis- 
sent  mail,  less  window  service  in  post 
offices,  no  more  air  mail,  closing  small 
post  offices.  Aside  from  this  overall  de- 
lay, there  have  been  other  reductions  in 
mail  service.  Prior  to  the  postal  reor- 
ganization, mail  was  collected  two  or 
three  times  a  day  from  residential  col- 
lection boxes.  Currently,  mail  is  col- 
lected only  once  a  day  from  most  of 
these  boxes.  For  example,  before  the  re- 
organization, mail  may  have  been  col- 
lected from  residential  collection  boxes 
at  9:15  a.m.  and  4:45  p.m.  each  day  and 
such  mail  would  have  been  postmarked 
and  dispatched  during  that  day.  Under 
current  practice,  mail  may  be  collected 
from  these  boxes  only  at  11  a.m.,  and 
mail  deposited  between  11  a.m.  and  4:45 
p.m.  will  no  longer  be  postmarked  and 
dispatched  on  the  day  of  mailing. 

The  number  of  mail  collections  in 
business  areas  has  also  been  reduced. 
The  former  Post  Office  Department  col- 
lected mail  from  collection  boxes  in 
business  areas  as  late  as  9  p.m.  and  some 
of  this  mail  was  postmarked  and  dis- 
patched on  the  same  night.  Collections 
are  now  limited,  and  most  evening  de- 
posits in  business  areas  are  no  longer 
processed  on  the  same  day. 

Also,  prior  to  reorganization,  business 
mail  was  delivered  two  or  three  times  a 
day.  However,  except  for  a  few  desig- 
nated areas,  deliveries  have  been  re- 
duced to  one  per  day. 

Another  cause  of  delay  has  been  mis- 
sent  mail.  To  speed  mail  deliveries,  in- 
creased productivity,  and  reduced  costs, 
the  Service  has  been  increasing  mech- 
anization— largely  through  the  installa- 
tion  of  letter-sorting  machines   across 


the  country.  The  Postal  Service  is  cur- 
rently processing  about  60  percent  of  the 
51  billion  pieces  of  first-class  mail  by 
machines  and  about  7  percent  is  being 
missent.  The  delay  in  delivering  missent 
mail  is  a  major  reason  why  the  Service 
has  not  achieved  its  delivery  standards 
in  2-  and  3-day  areas. 

The  Service  is  constantly  adding  more 
machines  around  the  country  to  further 
mechanize  the  sorting  of  mail  to  speed 
deliveries  and  cut  labor  costs.  At  the 
time  of  reorganization,  the  Service  had 
about  280  letter-sorting  machines.  To- 
day, including  those  on  order,  the  Serv- 
ice has  712  such  machines.  It  follows 
that  as  more  multiposition  letter-sorting 
machines  are  added,  and  more  mail  is 
being  processed  on  them,  the  amount  of 
missent  mail  will  rise  proportionately 
unless  the  Postal  Service  can  solve  this 
problem.  However,  given  the  billions  of 
pieces  of  m^l  being  processed  and  the 
proneness  of  humans  to  err,  a  substan- 
tial amount  of  missent  mail  will  con- 
tinue to  be  a  problem  as  long  as  the 
machines  ere  in  use. 

A  letter-sorting  machine  can  process 
up  to  43.000.200  letters  per  hour.  Each 
machine  accommodates  12  operators  who 
process  letters. 

The  operator  depresses  keys  on  a 
piano-style  keyboard  console,  generally 
corresponding  to  the  numbers  and  the 
letters  zone  improvement  plan — ZIP — 
Code.  The  machine  interprets  the  keying 
entry  and  directs  the  letter  to  one  of  the 
277  bins  or  receptacles  that  has  been 
assigned  to  key  code.  Letters  are  man- 
ually extracted  from  the  bins,  screened 
for  correct  keying,  and  then  advanced 
to  the  next  operation. 

GAO's  observation  showed  that  ma- 
chine operators  keyed  9.1  percent  of  the 
mail  incorrectly.  After  screening,  3.6 
percent  of  the  mail  sent  between  States 
was  missent  due  to  incorrect  keying  and 
machine  error.  An  additional  3.1  percent 
of  the  mail  sent  between  States  was  mis- 
sent because  correctly  keyed  mail  was 
mishandled  after  sorting.  Missent  mail 
was  delayed  an  average  of  3  days  beyond 
delivery  standards  because  no  effort  was 
made  to  remove  it  from  the  normal  proc- 
essing system. 

These  errors  cause  a  letter  to  be  sent 
to  an  improper  location.  Also,  at  a  mini- 
mum these  errors  cause  letters  to  be  re- 
handled  and  cause  mail  delays  and  addi- 
tional processing  costs.  The  monetary 
effect  of  this  rehandling  is  demonstrated 
by  the  House  office  where  machine  proc- 
essing costs  were  increased  by  about 
$1,060  a  day.  If  this  figure  were  multi- 
plied to  reflect  the  increased  costs  across 
the  county,  we  would  be  talking  about 
millions  of  dollars  per  year. 

I  am  not  saying  that  mechanization 
per  se  is  bad.  Given  the  ever-increasing 
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mail  volume  and  the  labor-intensive 
service  operations,  mechanization  is  nec- 
essary if  the  Postal  Service  is  to  provide 
a  highly  quality  mail  service  at  reason- 
able rates.  The  fact  remains,  however, 
the  present  mechanization  has  increased 
quantities  of  missent  mail  and,  therefore, 
poorer  service. 

Over  the  last  several  years,  about  $39 
million  was  spent  to  develop  three  pieces 
of  advanced  mail  processing  equipment. 
This  effort  has  not  resulted  in  the  de- 
velopment of  equipment  that  offered  ad- 
vantages  over   existing   equipment.   Of 
the  $39  million,  $28  million  was  spent 
on  an  advanced  optical  character  reader. 
The  Service  has  only  one  machine  in 
operation  and  has  decided  against  fur- 
ther deployment  because  it  is  uneconom- 
ical. Postal  tests  and  evaluations  of  the 
$1.5  million  air  culler  have  shown  that 
it  is  not  economical  either.  The  $9.5 
million    advanced    facer-canceller    en- 
countered     numerous      developmental 
problems.  The  Service  is  still  hoping  that 
these  machines  can  be  deployed  in  the 
future. 

Among  other  things,  I  feel  the  Service 
should  reassess  their  research  and  de- 
velopment program. 

Moving  on  to  further  deterioration  in 
services,  the  Postal  Service  has  curtailed 
the  number  of  hours  for  window  service. 
Beginning  in  the  spring  of  1971,  the  Pos- 
tal Service  began  curtailing  window  serv- 
ice on  Saturdays.  Window  services  were 
usually  available  to  the  postal  customers 
between  8  a.m.  and  5  p.m.  and  the  Satur- 
day closings  did  not  allow  for  pickup  of 
parcels  not  deliverable  during  the  week, 
general  delivery,  postage  due,  registered 
or  certified  mail. 

Additionally,  stamps  cannot  be  pur- 
chased and  parcels  cannot  be  mailed  on 
Saturdays  unless  the  post  office  has  self- 
service  equipment  available.  Usually, 
these  self-service  machines'  stamp  sup- 
plies become  depleted  during  the  week- 
end and,  if  there  are  equipment  malfunc- 
tions, they  are  not  usually  repaired  on 
the  weekend. 

Further  cutbacks  have  been  made  over 
the  years  in  both  the  number  of  street 
letter  boxes  and  the  frequency  of  collec- 
tions. Weekend  and  holiday  collections 
have  been  particularly  affected  by  col- 
lecting policies  devised  to  meet  with  the 
service  as  determined  or  services  con- 
sistent with  the  pattern  of  modern  busi- 
ness and  family  life. 

Collections  are  made  from  most  resi- 
dential neighborhood  boxes  only  once 
daily  by  the  carrier  serving  the  area. 
More  frequent  collections  have  been 
sharply  curtailed  and,  across  the  Nation 
in  post  office  after  post  office,  residential 
area  street  letter  boxes  have  been  re- 
moved from  many  former  locations.  Ob- 
viously, a  reduction  in  collection  and  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  boxes  is  a 
clear  reduction  in  service. 


In  its  drive  to  become  self-sustaining, 
the  Postal  Service  took  aim  early  on  per- 
sonnel costs.  In  the  summer  of  1971, 
former  Postmaster  General  Winton 
Blount  announced  the  first  of  two  re- 
tirement offers  which  featured  a  half- 
year's  salary  as  incentive.  Many  knowl-* 
edgeable  and  experienced  employees,  in-v 
eluding  a  fourth  of  the  supervisory  force, 
left.  There  were  13,000  retirements  as  a 
result  of  these  programs,  along  with 
17,000  additional  voluntary  or  disability 
retirements  between  June  1  and  Decem- 
ber 31,  1972. 

On  top  of  this,  a  hiring  freeze,  imposed 
on  understaffed  as  well  as  overstaffed 
offices,  placed  a  serious  strain  on  the 
Service's  ability  to  move  the  mail.  This 
necessitated  wide  use  of  mandatory  over- 
time policy  which  rankled  the  employees. 
At  one  facility,  the  Merrifield,  Va.,  mail 
processing  facility,  for  example,  postal 
workers  were  reportedly  harassed  by  6- 
or  7-day  weeks  of  11-  and  12-hour  dura- 
tion. Later,  national  agreements  between 

the  Service  and  the  craft  unions  require 
the  Service  to  seek  volunteers  before  or- 
dering mandatory  overtime,  and  then  to> 
order  overtime  work  in  inverse  order  of 
seniority.  During  this  time,  low  morale 
and  understaffing  contributed  to  the 
Postal  Service's  failure  to  achieve  de- 
livery standards.  It  also  caused  the  de- 
lay of  millions  of  pieces  of  first-class 
mail.  This  cost  control  program  proved  • 
to  be  intolerable  as  acknowledged  by  the 
Postmaster  General  in  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Post  Office  Committee  in 
March  of  1973.  He  said: 

We  were  so  hell-bent  on  costs  that  we  did 
not  pay  enough  attention  perhaps  to  serv- 
ice ...  we  made  some  damn  bad  mis- 
takes. 

Presently  some  regions  continue  a 
freeze  on  new  hiring.  This  practice  along 
with  reductions  in  overtime  work  neces- 
sarily increases  the  delivery  time  of  maiL 

Another  attempt  to  improve  service  be- 
gan in  October  of  1975  when  the  Service 
implemented  the  "first  class  improve- 
ment program,"  a  test  plan  to  upgrade 
first-class  mail  service  to  achieve  de- 
livery equal  to  or  better  than  airmail. 
Prior  to  the  new  program,  airmail  serv- 
ice was  destined  for  1-  to  2-day  delivery 
while  first  class  mail  was  destined  for 
1-  to  3-day  delivery  depending  on  dis- 
tance and  available  transportation. 
Under  the  new  program,  90  percent  of 
all  first-class  mail  weighing  13  ounces 
or  less  is  programed  for  next  and  second 
day  delivery.  For  the  mailing  public,  the 
practical  effect  of  the  program  is  that 
there  is  no  longer  an  advantage  in  pur- 
chasing airmail  postage  for  domestic  de- 
livery. 

The  Service  Initially  estimated  that  it 
would  save  $90  to  $96  million  by  imple- 
menting the  program  because  airmail 
would  no  longer  be  collected,  handled. 
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and  processed  separately  from  first-class 
mail.  An  independent  assessment  by  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  concluded  the 
Service  might  be  expected  to  achieve  a 
net  annual  savings  of  at  least  $88  million. 

According  to  GAO,  the  results  of  the 
program  have  been  disappointing.  While 
the  Service  is  now  delivering  about  IT 
percent  of  its  first-class  mail  faster,  it 
has  not  been  able  to  meet  its  upgraded 
commitments  with  any  consistency.  Also,. 
it  appears  that  only  a  portion  of  the  esti- 
mated savings  will  be  realized. 

During  the  years  1970  to  1975,  the 
Postal  Service  used  the  work  load  record- 
ing system — WLRS — to  measure  pro- 
ductivity in  various  mail  processing  op- 
erations within  a  post  office.  The  Serv- 
ice fostered  competition  among  post  of- 
fices by  generating  a  list  of  the  top  8fr 
offices  in  productivity. 

The  work  load  recording  system  was 
implemented  to  assist  management  in 
measuring  and  analyzing  mail  volume 
and  staff  hour  data  in  specific  operations, 
post  offices,  and  regions.  Chief  elements 
of  this  system  were  a  standardized  de- 
scription of  mail  processing,  support,  and 
administrative  operations;  records  of 
mail  volume  by  weight,  containers  and 
pieces;  and  records  of  hours  worked  by 
mail  handlers  and  supervisors. 

Postal  management  used  data  from 
this  system  to  compare  productivity  office 
by  office  and  to  foster  competition  among 

post  offices.  Management  started  listing 
the  top  80  post  offices  by  productivity  and 
by  mail  volume,  both  of  these  factors  ap- 
pear to  increase  nationwide. 

When  the  top  80  list  was  first  started, 
the  D.C.  Post  Office  ranked  near  the 
bottom.  Before  long,  however,  it  began 
to  rise.  Larger  and  larger  mail  volumes 
were  reported  and  productivity  improved 
until  the  City  Post  Office  consistently 
ranked  at  or  near  the  top.  Thus,  it  was 
considered  one  of  the  best  run  post  offices 
in  the  Nation. 

The  City  Post  Office  is  one  of  several 
comprising  the  former  capital  district. 
The  individual  who  served  as  the  Capital 
District  Manager  from  July  1971  until 
October  1975  served  as  postmaster  of  the 
City  Post  Office  from  December  16,  1958, 
until  his  promotion  on  July  23,  1971. 
After  a  series  of  officers  in  charge,  the 
current  postmaster  was  appointed  on 
January  12,  1974. 

In  a  GAO  review  the  Postmaster  told 
them  that  after  being  on  the  job  for  only 
a  brief  period,  he  realized  that  mail  vol- 
umes being  recorded  were  incorrect.  His 
tours  of  the  facility  indicated: 

First,  the  volumes  recorded  were  high- 
er than  those  he  observed;  and 

Second,  the  facility  was  generally  over- 
staffed. He  said  this  overstaffing  resulted 
from  the  inflated  mail  volumes.  In  his 
office,  he  found  prior  inspection  service 


reports  which  documented  the  history  of 
falsification  of  mail  volumes.  There  is  no 
record,  however,  of  any  corrective  action 
having  been  taken  by  his  predecessors. 
The  Postmaster  said  at  this  point  he  real- 
ly did  not  know  what  to  do  about  the 
problem  so  he  decided  to  allow  mail  proc- 
essing operations  to  continue  as  they 
were  for  the  time  being. 

The  postmaster  told  GAO  that  after 
assuring  himself  that  a  serious  problem 
existed,  he  took  corrective  action.  Dur- 
ing May  1974  he  called  a  series  of  meet- 
ings of  all  tour  supervisors  and  informed 
them  he  knew  of  the  volume  falsification 
and  wanted  it  stopped  immediately.  He 
threatened  to  fire  anyone  caught  falsi- 
fying volumes  in  the  future.  As  a-  result, 
mail  volumes  and  productivity  reported 
In  the  workload  recording  system  for 
the  periods  June  2  through  June  28,  1974, 
declined  about  25  percent. 

When  the  results  for  this  period  be- 
came known  at  the  district  level,  the 
district  manager  called  the  postmaster 
to  his  office  and  requested  an  explanation 
for  the  drop  in  productivity.  When  the 
postmaster  said  the  prior  productivity 
figures  were  false,  the  district  manager 
disagreed  and  accused  him  of  having  lost 
control  of  the  city's  post  office. 

This  controversy  ultimately  resulted 
in  a  request  by  the  eastern  regional 
postmaster  general  for  an  Inspection 
Service  audit.  The  audit  of  the  post  of- 
fice began  in  August  1974  and  concluded 
in  March  1975.  The  Inspection  Service 
found  that,  in  spite  of  the  postmaster's 
warning  to  subordinates  to  cease  all  mail 
volume  inflation,  the  situation  had  not 
been  completely  corrected.  The  Inspec- 
tion Service  estimated  that  Inflation  of 
total  piece  handlings  may  have  exceeded 
60  percent. 

As  a  result  of  the  audit,  28  supervisory 
employees,  ranginafrom  flrstllne  man- 
ager to  tour  superintendent,  admitted 
falsifying  workload  recording  system 
data  and/or  were  implicated  by  others. 
Eighteen  craft  employees  also  admitted 
deliberate  falsification  of  data  and/or 
v  ere  implicated  by  others. 

The  most  common  reason  given  by 
employees  for  participating  in  the  fabri- 
cation were  the  pressure  from  higher 
management  to  achieve  unrealistic  pro- 
ductivity levels  and  a  belief  that  their 
careers  would  suffer  if  these  levels  were 
not  met.  The  inspection  service  report 
contains  statements  from  employees  such 
as  "I,  as  a  supervisor,  knew  that  desired 
productivity  had  to  be  met  or  my  career 
would  suffer";  "Word  from  higher  up 
would  come  down  to  improve  productivity 
or  be  fired";  and,  "For  me,  it  meant  that 
if  I  did  not  satisfy  demands,  my  20  years 
of  service  was  in  jeopardy." 

Supervisors  who  were  implicated  said 
management  had  set  unrealistic  produc- 
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tion  goals  and  that  if  goals  were  not  met, 
the  person  involved  would  be  fired  or 
transferred  to  a  less  desirable  assign- 
ment. 

The  supervisors  also  cited  as  a  reason 
for  falsification  the  management  prac- 
tice of  keeping  staff  on  "acting  status." 
Supervisors  serving  in  acting  status 
positions  considered  themselves  to  be 
more  vulnerable  to  pressure  than  em- 
ployees holding  regular  positions.  They 
felt  that  they  were  being  tested  to  deter- 
mine whether  they  would  conform  to  the 
system  and  meet  productivity  goals.  To 
satisfy  these  goals,  many  employees 
either  inflated  mail  volumes  themselves 
or  condoned  such  actions  by  sub- 
ordinates. 

The  Inspection  Service  report  con- 
cluded that,  despite  repeated  letters  from 
the  region  calling  attention  to  Postal 
Service  procedures  and  stating  that  mail 
volumes  were  inflated  due  to  improper 
recording  procedures,  no  "  corrective 
actions  were  taken. 

On  the  basis  of  the  GAO  study  it 
appears  that  falsification  continued  after 
the  postmaster  ordered  it  stopped  be- 
cause: First,  the  true  productivity  statis- 
tics would  have  painted  an  unfavorable 
picture;  and  second,  the  former  post- 
master, as  district  manager,  was  still  in  a 
position  of  authority  and  influence  over 
city  post  office  operations. 

Fortunately,  several  improvements  in 
the  efficiency  of  the  post  office  have  been 
made.  A  number  of  employees  and  paid 
hours  have  been  reduced  and  the  trend 
of  continually  decreasing  productivity 
has  stabilized  since  the  Inspection  Serv- 
ice audit.  There  are  now  554  fewer  em- 
ployees, 1,016,000  fewer  paid  hours. 

While  an  audit  has  not  been  conducted 
on  other  post  offices  that  are  under  the 
same  program,  it  seems  quite  possible 
that  other  abuses  of  the  workload  re- 
cording system  exist.  The  point  to  be 
made  by  this  incident  is  that  while  the 
Postal  Service  claims  increased  efficiency 
and  productivity,  it  just  does  not  exist 
in  many  cases. 

In  another  area  of  mail  delivery  the 
"Service  instituted  a  new  policy  of  pro- 
viding only  curb  side  or  cluster  box  de- 
livery to  new  housing  developments.  De- 
velopments currently  receiving  door-to- 
door  service  would  not  be  affected.  The 
Service  has  met  with  strong  opposition 
to  this  policy  in  many  local  areas,  some 
in  the  form  of  ordinances  which  prohibit 
residents  from  installing  curb  side  boxes. 
It  is  really  the  preference  of  the  Postal 
Service  to  install  cluster  boxes. 

And  while  they  claim  such  action 
would  significantly  decrease  the  costs  of 
delivery,  the  proposal  is  clearly  discrim- 
inatory and  the  standard  of  service 
would  not  be  the  same  for  all  residential 
households. 


Finally,  the  Postal  service  nas  recenxiy 
decided  to  close  small  post  offices  in  rural 
America.  Mail  service  to  rural  areas  is 
provided  through  18,300  small  post  of- 
fices— formerly  referred  to  as  third-  and 
fourth-class  post  offices;  2,100  contrac- 
tor operated  facilities;  and  30,700  rural 
routes.  About  4  million  families  are 
served  by  these  facilities.  Again,  the 
Postal  Service  would  close  these  offices 
in  the  name  of  saving  dollars. 

In  instituting  this  program,  the  Postal 
Service  decided  to  survey  small  post  office 
facilities  before  commencing  a  plan  to 
close  offices.  However,  it  has  been  re- 
ported that  the  decision  to  close  was 
made  prior  to  such  survey.  Obviously,  a 
survey  is  useless  when  the  result  has  been 
preconceived. 

When  considering  whether  or  not  to 
close  a  post  office  several  factors  must  be 
considered.  What  level  of  service  will  the 
patrons  receive?  What  contribution  does 
the  post  office  play  in  community  iden- 
tity? What  is  the  expected  growth  of 
the  community?  What  saving  can  be  ex- 
pected from  the  closing  of  the  post  office, 
and  is  this  saving  balanced  by  the  dis- 
satisfaction that  may  result  of  postal 
patrons? 

In  recent  months  we  have  seen  the 
great  stir  that  has  been  caused  by  clos- 
ings and  threatened  closings  of  small 
post  offices  in  America.  In  fact,  a  number 
of  Congressmen  and  Senators  joined  in 
a  lawsuit  with  the  aim  of  stopping  such 
closings.  When  Postmaster  General  Bai- 
lar  was  before  the  Senate  Post  Office 
Committee  on  March  29,  1976,  he  stated 
that  the  very  small  sum  of  about  $2  mil- 
lion has  been  saved  as  a  result  of  these 
closings. 

The  present  status  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice has  brought  about  major  concern 
from  just  about  everyone,  particularly 
over  current  postal  policies  affecting  mail 
service.  The  Postal  Service  is  not  a  busi- 
ness, nor  is  it  a  public  business.  It  is  a 
service  that  touched  upon  the  lives  of 
just  about  everyone  in  America.  This 
leaves  intact  the  key  issues  of  just  how 
the  mails  should  be  delivered,  and  who 
is  to  pay  for  what.  The  answers  to  these 
questions  cannot  be  postponed  any 
longer. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  all  econo- 
miesT  programs  for  saving  money,  have 
been  costly  to  the  quality  of  mail  service. 

Instead  of  saving  money  through  serv- 
ice reductions,  it  is  my  opinion  that  bet- 
ter business  practices  might  effect  great- 
er efficiency  in  management  and  better 
mail  service  to  Americans. 

POSTAL  POOR  BUSINESS  PRACTICES  INTRODUCTION. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  major  goals 
of  postal  reorganization  was  to  make  the 
newly  constituted  Postal  Service  a  truly 
businesslike  operation.  Corporate  man- 
agers were  recruited  from  major  indus- 
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try  to  get  the  system  going. 

Unfortunately,  Mr.  President,  most  of 
these  corporate  operatives  must  have 
left  their  business  and  knowledge,  prin- 
ciples and  skills  and  integrity  in  private 
enterprise.  The  Postal  Service  is  no  more 
businesslike  than  it  ever  was.  In  fact,  it 
is  much  worse.  It  is  much  worse,  Mr. 
President,  because  the  Service  is  not  ac- 
countable to  the  President,  the  Congress, 
or  the  American  people. 

I  do  not  pretend  to  be  a  management 
expert.  But  it  does  not  take  a  specialist 
to  detect  the  wrongdoings,  mistakes,  and 
outright  scandalous  business  activities 
the  Postal  Service  has  put  on  the  backs 
of  postal  users  across  this  country. 

The  Postmaster  General  has  indicated 
that  he  must  cut  services,  close  small 
post  offices,  and  raise  rates  to  keep  the 
Service  afloat.  I  ask,  Mr.  President,  why 
the  Postmasters  General  were  not  so 
frugal  when  they  were  giving  sole  source 
contracts  to  their  friends  to  perform 
"services"  for  the  Postal  Service.  I  ask, 
Mr.  President,  why  they  were  not  more 
protective  of  taxpavers  and  postal  funds 
when  they  planned  the  bulk  mail  system 
which  put  more  than  $90  million  of  con- 
tracts into  the  construction  Ann  of  a  for- 
mer Postmaster  General.  Why  is  the 
Postal  Service  not  able  to  become  aware 
of  the  bulk  mail  failure  and  write  it  off 
as  other  big  corporations  would  do  in- 
stead of  trying  once  again  to  bail  them- 
selves out  of  this  mistake  by  even  further 
burdens  on  the  American  postal  users. 

Mr.  President,  why  was  the  Postal 
Service  not  more  protective  of  and  aware 
of  their  financial  situation  when  they 
contracted  for  designs  of  facilities  which 
were  never  built  because  the  concept  was 
wrong  from  the  beginning. 

Why,  why  Mr.  President,  was  the 
Service  not  more  aware  of  Postal  Service 
finances  when  they,  unlike  any  other 
corporations  about  which  I  know,  moved 
their  regional  offices  from  Atlanta — the 
commercial  hub  of  the  South — to  Mem- 
phis. And  why  does  the  Postal  Service 
continue  to  perpetuate  the  district  level 
of  management  which  is  no  longer 
necessary. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  at  this  time 
to  share  with  my  colleagues  some  of  the 
information  I  have  gathered  from  mail 
users,  postal  management,  clerks,  car- 
riers, postmasters,  and  our  colleagues 
here  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  House. 
This  information  sheds  an  important 
light  on  the  present  postal  situation.  We 
must  understand  the  nature  of  the  prob- 
lem before  we  can  move  forward  on 
meaningful  postal  reform. 

SOLE    SOURCE    CONTRACTS 

Generally,  the  biggest  problem  I  have 
found  with  the  business  practices  of  the 
Postal  Service  is  reflective  of  the  fact 


that  they  do  not  forecast.  Whether  it  is 
with  bulk  mail,  advertising,  equipment 
and  maintenance,  or  contracting  for 
services,  the  Postal  Service  seems  not  to 
know  what  it  is  getting  into  until  it  has 
already  done  so. 

Mr.  President,  early  in  the  second  ses- 
sion of  the  93d  Congress  the  House  Sub- 
committee on  Postal  Facilities,  Mail  and 
Labor  Management  conducted  extensive 
investigations  and  hearings  which  re- 
viewed the  Postal  Service's  contracting 
and  proceurements  policies.  This  was 
done  in  response  to  loud  public  outcry 
through  letters,  news  articles,  and  com- 
plaints from  vendors  who  felt  they  were 
not  being  given  a  fair  deal.  There  were 
strong  allegations  of  impropriety,  in- 
cluding alleged  conflicts  of  interest, 
favoritism,  intimidation,  and  circumven- 
tion of  regulations  by  postal  officials. 

While  it  is  not  my  intention  to  point  a 
finger  at  any  one  particular  Postmaster 
General,  it  is  important  that  we  under- 
stand both  the  history  of  postal  procure- 
ment and  the  findings  of  the  House. 

Prior  to  postal  reorganization,  the 
Post  Office  Department  was  bound  to  fol- 
low all  Federal  procurement  regulations. 
After  postal  reorganization,  Postal  offi- 
cials argued  that  a  new  business-oriented 
agency  they  needed  flexibility. 

The  broad  authorities  as  provided  for 
in  section  410  of  postal  reorganization 
granted  the  Postal  Service  an  exemption 
from  Federal  laws  relating  to  contracts 
with  a  few  exceptions  such  as  those  laws 
pertaining  to  labor,  civil  rights,  and  crim- 
inality. In  the  words  of  Mr.  James  Woods, 
a  former  high  level  procurement  official 
for  the  Postal  Service,  reorganization 
"had  granted  us  probably  the  greatest — 
procurement — authority  any  Govern- 
ment agency  has  ever  been  given." 

With  this  new  authority  the  Postal 
Service  developed  the  Postal  Contracting: 
Manual  which  was  to  unify  and  systemize 
postal  procurement  in  a  way  it  had  never 
been  done  before.  During  the  House  hear- 
ings, one  of  the  authors  of  the  manual 
stated : 

The  first  point  in  an  of  it  (manual)  is 
competition,  no  favoritism,  and  awarding 
contracts  on  a  free  and  open  basis. 

We  were  encouraged  to  see  postal  man- 
agement reorganize  the  system^to  best 
protect  the  interests  of  the  consumers. 

Unfortunately,  however,  this  freedom 
to  engage  in  contracts  was  abused.  A  1974 
GAO  report  "found  extensive  sole  source 
contracting  representing  about  44  per- 
cent, by  dollar  value,  of  total  headquar- 
ters procurement."  The  GAO,  at  that 
time  pointed  out: 

It  is  well  established  that  there  is  less  as- 
surance that  fair  and  reasonable  prices  will 
oe    obtained    on    procurements    negotiated 
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under  sole-source,  as  opposed  to  competitive 
contracting. 

Assistant  Postmaster  General  Robert 
McCutcheon,  in  charge  of  postal  pro- 
curement told  the  House  that — 

I  know  competition  versus  sole  source  nor- 
mally will  save  an  average  of  30  percent. 

Mr.  President,  thanks  to  the  initiatives 
of  independent  news  reporters  and  the 
outcry  of  public  response  and  the  aggres- 
sive leadership  of  the  House  subcommit- 
tee, the  following  information  surfaced. 
And  the  Postal  Service  has  improved  its, 
contracting  authorities. 

The  Postal  Service  justified  sole  source 
contracting  because  "an  urgent  or  imme- 
diate need  existed  and/ or  a  particular 
contractor  was  the  only  source  of  sup- 
ply." In  1974,  the  public  learned  of  Postal 
Service's  relationship  with  Burnaford  & 
Co.,  Inc.,  an  advertising  agency  directed 
by  Mr.  Charles  Burnaford,  a  friend  of 
former  Postmaster  General  Klassen. 

Between  June  1970  and  August  1973, 
this  company  was  awarded  "about 
$815,000"  for  services.  A  number  of  audits 
by  the  Postal  Inspection  Service,  the 
GAO,  and  independent  investigation 
found  that:  First,  Burnaford  &  Co. 
charged  twice  as  much  in  salary  in  the 
second  year;  second,  Burnaford  &  Co. 
billed  the  Postal  Service  for  labor  costs 
in  excess  of  actual  labor  costs;  third, 
Burnaford  &  Co.  charged  the  Postal 
Service  for  all  his  auto  expenses — Cadil- 
lac, Mercedes-Benz,  and  Datsun;  fourth, 
Burnaford  &  Co.  overcharged  the  Postal 
Service  for  travel  expenses;  fifth,  Burn- 
aford &  Co.  charged  bad  debts  from  other 
clients  to  the  Postal  Service;  sixth,  Burn- 
aford &  Co.  charged  for  personal  tele- 
phone calls;  and  seventh,  Burnaford  & 
Co.  was  charged  with  basing  profits  on  a 
percentage  of  direct  labor. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  see  any  direct 
urgency  in  the  acquisition  of  creative 
advertising  services.  Nor  can  I  see  that 
there  was  any  urgency  in  Deputy  Post- 
master General's  arrangement  with  an- 
other friend,  with  whom  he  was  later 
employed,  to  consummate  a  consulting 
arrangement  with  a  retirement  advisory 
firm.  Further  details  of  this  scandal  are 
not  worth  our  time.  However,  this  issue 
was  presented  in  the  Hous  subcommit- 
tee's report  which  can  be  reviewed  by 
my  colleagues  if  they  desire. 

The  House  committees  study  of  postal 
contracting  uncovered  wastes  of  consid- 
erable sums  of  money.  Some  of  these 
wastes  were  caused  by  sheer  bad  judg- 
ment or  poor  management,  others  can 
be  explained  by  what  the  Postal  Service 
calls  poor  "planning  or  forecasting." 

In  March  of  1972,  the  Postal  Service 
began  contracting  for  executive  recruit- 
ment to  fill  permanent  job  positions 
within  the  Postal  Service.  In  the  first  2 


years  of  this  program,  the  Service  "spent 
about  $660,000  in  contractual  costs  to 
fill  78- positions,  or  an  average  cost  of 
more  than  $8,400  per  individual  hired." 
To  quote  the  House  report  further: 

Apparently,  no  consideration  was  given  to 
whether  the  recruiting  could  have  been  done 
in-house  or  through  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission. 

A  postal  official  stated  that  it  has  be- 
come "unofficial"  policy  to  engage  search 
firms  for  executive  level  positions.  He 
added  that  executives  meant  officials 
earning  more  than  $21,000  or  more  at 
the  time  the  program  began. 

Mr.  President,  I  only  wish  that  such 
expenditures  could  be  more  directly  re- 
lated to  providing  postal  users  better* 
more  efficient,  and  reliable  service.  The 
Service  said  that  "this  program  was  In- 
tended to  exemplify  good  business  prac- 
tice *  *  * "  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is  good 
business  practice  to  spend  so  much  money 
identifying  talent  through  outside  out- 
lets when  we  all  agree,  including  present 
postal  management,  that  experienced 
postal  workers  can  do  the  best  job. 

Audits  of  this  program  have  shown, 
that  contracts,  often  oral  agreements* 
have  been  extraordinarily  wasteful.  To 
quote  the  report  again: 

Analysis  of  the  $660,000  program  shows 
that  about  $137,000  worth  of  "task  orders" 
(informal  contracts)  resulted  in  no  individ- 
uals being  hired. 

Additionally,  the  House  subcommittee 
learned  that  one  postal  official  was  re- 
sponsible for  this  program  and  that  no 
one  was  responsible  for  evaluating  or 
even  monitoring  the  program.  This  waste, 
Mr.  President,  should  not  have  occurred. 
But  until  accountability  is  restored,  I 
feel  that  it  could  continue. 

Mr.  President,  a  number  of  years  ago, 
we  were  outraged  to  learn  about  the 
Postmaster  General's  elaborate  head- 
quarters suite.  We  read  in  the  news  about 
the  costly  kitchen  and  furnishings.  I  have 
recently  reviewed  the  GAO  study  of  the 
costs  for  furnishing  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral's suite  and  I  would  like  to  insert 
these  figures  in  the  Record.  I  learned 
that  the  Postal  Service  spent  $48,000  to 
furnish  the  Postmaster  General's  suite 
of  offices.  This  includes  art  work,  lush 
carpeting,  and  other  accessories  none  the 
like  of  what  we  occupy  here  on  Capitol 
Hill. 

The  Service  also  spent  $130,000  to  fur- 
nish the  space  where  the  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors meet  monthly.  This,  of  course, 
includes  full  dining  and  entertaining  fa- 
cilities on  the  top  floor  of  the  L'Enfant 
Plaza  headquarters.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
also  intrigued  to  learn  that  the  Postal 
Service  spent  roughly  $3,700  to  outfit  the 
Postmaster  General's  office  with  walnut 
doors.  And  Mr.  President,  we  should  all 
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Know  that  outfitting  these  suites  was 
done  on  the  basis  of  sole  source  contracts 
because,  and  I  quote,  there  was  "not  suf- 
ficient time  to  solicit  competitive  bids.*1 
Mr.  President,  I  recognize  that  these 
are  not  terrifically  large  sums  of  money. 
However,  there  is  waste.  And  the  public 
becomes  more  aware  of  this  waste  when 
rates  go  up  or  when  an  important  letter 
is  delayed  or  lost.  Mr.  President,  if  we  can 
restore  accountability,  we  can  restore 
confidence.  But  with  no  accountability, 
and  thus  continued  waning  of  the  public's 
confidence,  the  Postal  Service  and  mail 
consumers  are  in  for  hard  times  ahead. 

OTHER  WASTES:  BAD  FORECASTING 

A  second  major  goal  of  postal  reorga- 
nization was  to  make  a  major  commit- 
ment to  modernizing  facilities  and  devel- 
oping more  mechanized  systems  for  proc- 
essing mail.  The  Postal  Service  haa 
squandered  many  public  dollars  on  de- 
veloping systems  which  were  never  nec- 
essary or  which  will  never  work- 
Mr.  President,  between  the  beginning 
of  postal  reorganization  and  the  wintei 
of  1974,  the  Postal  Service  spent  $43.4 
million  to  contract  for  developing  modern 
equipment.  They  sought  to  develop  and 
refine  the  air  culler,  the  advanced  facer- 
canceller,  and  the  advanced  optical  char- 
acter reader.  This  equipment  was  in- 
tended to  reduce  labor  costs. 

In  1974,  the  GAO  evaluated  the  prog- 
ress on  these  projects.  They  noted  that: 
First,  all  three  machines  are  "Islands  of 
mechanization"  which  means  they  are  manu- 
ally fed  and  unloaded;  second,  after  six  years 
in  the  developmental  state  none  of  the  ma* 
chines  are  suitable  for  production  and  de- 
ployment at  this  time;  third,  all  three 
machines  will  cost  two  to  thirty  times  more 
than  the  existing  system  and  none  of  the 
machines  will  result  in  substantial  manpower 
savings. 

And  they  have  not. 

Mr.  President,  the  GAO  explained  this 
problem.  They  told  us  that  test  and 
evaluation  activities  for  these  items  were 
under  the  control  of  project  management 
and  that  there  was  no  "adversary  func- 
tion" to  challenge  program  manager 
decisions. 

The  GAO  recommended  independent 
evaluation  and/or  supervision.  In  other 
words,  oversight  was  needed.  It  did  not 
exist.  Nor  does  it  now.  And  that,  Mr. 
President,  is  one  of  the  major  thrusts  of 
our  substitute  proposal.  It  is  absolutely 
imperative  that  the  executive  and  legis- 
lative branches  of  Government  oversee 
the  Postal  Service  in  an  effort  to  keep  it 
alive  and  well. 

One  might  argue  that  we  are  free  to  go 
on  record  with  our  advice  to  the  Postal 
Service.  In  fact,  the  gag  rule  was  sus- 
pended just  thisj'ear  and  I  am  now  free 
to  talk  with  the  postmasters  in  my  State. 
However,   informal   talks   do  not  work. 


The  Postal  Service  has  become  an  inde- 
pendent island  unto  itself.  It  is  neither 
responsible  nor  responsive.  In  1971,  when 
Postmaster  General  Blount  came  to  the 
Hill  to  tell  us  about  his  plan  for  a  new 
$1  billion  bulk  mail  system,  a  number  of 
Congressmen  indicated  that  they  had 
reservations.  This  did  no  good.  The  Post- 
master General  returned  to  his  office  and 
proceeded  with  the  project  which  has 
been  the  Service's  largest  and  most  ob- 
vious boondoggle  to  date.  I  will  talk  about 
the  specifics  of  this  problem  later.  The 
point  I  wish  to  make  is  best  stated  in  the 
House  Committee  report.  I  quote: 

Many,  and  perhaps  most,  of  these  problems 
were  caused  by  postal  management's  over- 
eagerness  "to  get  things  done"  despite  insuffi- 
cient planning  .  .  . 

Mr.  President,  a  final  example  will  be 
stated  to  further  clarify  and  expand  upon 
this  important  point  I  am  making  about 
poor  planning  and  lack  of  foresight. 

In  June  of  1972,  the  GAO  issued  a  re- 
port, entitled  "Examination  of  Selected 
Terminated  Architect-Engineering  De- 
sign Contracts."  The  report  indicated 
that  the  Postal  Service  paid  architec- 
tural-engineering design  firms  to  design 
five  multistory  postal  buildings  in  which 
preferential  mail— letters— and  bulk 
mail — advertising  circulars  and  pack- 
ages— were  to  be  processed.  However,  in 
midstream  the  Postal  Service  determined 
that  the  concept  of  multistory  buildings 
was  not  appropriate  for  mail  processing, 
and  that  another  approach  would  be  de- 
veloped. The  vendors  received  payment. 

The  Postal  Service  had  designed  build- 
ings which  they  could  not  use.  To  quote 
the  GAO  report  about  this  endeavor: 

We  believe  that  the  Postal  Service  will  re- 
ceive little,  if  any,  benefit  from  the  work 
performed  by  the  architectual-engineering 
contractors  on  the  design  of  the  five  postal 
buildings. 

Instead  of  building  the  five  buildings 
the  Postal  Service  decided  to  embark 
upon  the  development  of  the  bulk  mail 
system.  Unfortunately,  they  have  spent 
$1  billion  thus  far.  And  I  am  not  alone  in 

my  thinking  that  they  might  soon  aban- 
don the  idea  of  a  national  bulk  mail 
system. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  strong  feeling 
that  Postal  management  wants  so  badly 
to  succeed  that  they  move  too  quickly, 
and  needless  to  say,  they  have  a  pretty 
good  record  for  falling  flat  on  their  faces. 

BUSINESS     INEFFICIENCIES 
VEHICLE    MAINTENANCE 

Review  of  GAO  studies  indicates  that 
the  Postal  Service  practice  of  servicing 
and  maintaining  their  own  vehicles  is 
wasteful.  The  Service  has  over  100,000 
vehicles  in  its  fleet  which  they  service  in 
their  own  facilities  when  possible.  How- 
ever, the  GAO  reviews  show  that  "com- 
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mercial  maintenance  generally  costs  less 
than  that  performed  at  the  Service's 
facilities/'  The  study  shows  that  the 
commercial  cost  for  replacing  a  starter  Is 
$16.45,  but  that  it  costs  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice $67.37  to  do  the  same  work.  The  com- 
mercial cost  for  replacing  a  muffler  is 
$17.34  but  it  costs  the  Postal  Service 
$97.98  to  do  this  work.  The  commercial 
cost  of  a  tuneup  is  $21.55  versus  the 
Postal  cost  of  $42.05.  And  the  commercial 
cost  for  installing  a  starter  and  ignition 
switch  is  $42.51  as  opposed  to  the  $81.50 
it  costs  the  Service  to  do  the  job.  On  the 
face  of  it,  Mr.  President,  this  is  rather 
ridiculous  that  the  Postal  Service  is  en- 
couraging such  wastefulness,  again  at 
the  expense  of  mail  users.  Again,  I  say 
that  service  suffers  as  a  result  of  poor 
management.  And  to  get  better  manage- 
ment of  this  massive  and  very  important 
institution  will  require  a  renewed  com- 
mitment to  accountability. 

MAIL     TRANSPORTATION     CONTRACTING 

Mr.  President,  the  Postal  Service  fre- 
quently contracts  vehicle  services  as  a 
means  of  transporting  mail  between 
postal  and  private  facilities.  They  have 
more  than  12,000  contracts  on  which  the 
Service  expends  about  $300  million  every 
year. 

A  GAO  study,  which  I  reviewed,  indi- 
cated a  finding  that  postal  procedures 
were  not  adequately  identifying  oppor- 
tunities to  reduce  costs  while  maintain- 
ing the  same  service.  A  review  of  85  such 
postal  contracts  disclosed  that  the  Serv- 
ice could  eliminate  or  reduce  16  of  the 
contracts  and  save  about  $185,000  and 
about  88,000  gallons  of  costly  fuel  every 
year. 

While  the  Postmaster  General,  sup- 
ported by  his  Board  of  Governors,  tells 
us  that  he  must  cut  back  service  to  keep 
the  Service  afloat,  there  is  continued 
waste  of  funds  which  could  be  used  to 
cover  costs.  The  relatively  small  sums  of 
money  wasted  add  up  over  the  course  of 
a  year.  And  I  am  convinced  that  these 
wastes  would  not  continue  if  the  Service 
was  held  accountable,  if  the  Service  was 
forced  to  report  on  its  budget  and  have 
it  reviewed  by  the  OMB  and  the 
Congress. 

PRODUCTIVITY.    MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  President,  with  the  mechanization 
of  postal  facilities  across  the  country,  it 
was  planned  that  productivity  would  rise 
considerably  thus  saving  money  and  cut- 
ting the  costs  of  operating.  Unfortunate- 
ly, reports  on  productivity  improvement 
statistics  are  not  reliable  and  I  am  not 
able  to  determine  the  degree  to  which 
productivity  has  decreased. 

Eetween  1970  and  1975,  the  Postal 
Service  used  the  workload  recording  sys- 
tem to  measure  productivity  in  various 


mail  processing  operations  within  a  post 
office.  As  an  incentive,  Postal  Service 
management  injected  competition  be- 
tween offices:  they  generated  a  list  of 
the  top  eight  offices  in  productivity. 

On  the  surface,  this  system  was  ini- 
tially very  successful:  both  productivity 
and  mail  volume  appeared  to  increase 
nationwide.  But  an  audit  in  1974  showed 
that  in  many  offices  purported  produc- 
tivity gains  were  achieved  by  manipu- 
lating the  records. 

This  records  falsification  was  so  wide- 
spread, Mr.  President,  that  the  Post- 
master General  was  forced  in  November 
1974,  to  grant  amnesty  to  all  postal  em- 
ployees on  the  condition  that  the  irregu- 
larities would  cease.  The  Washington, 
D.C.  Post  Office  was  near  the  bottom  of 
the  list  when  the  list  of  80  was  developed. 
In  time,  the  productivity  and  mail  volume 
increased  steadily  and  the  office  reached 
the  top  of  the  list.  However,  the  1974 
audit  revealed  that  productivity  may  have 
been  inflated  by  as  much  as  110  percent 
in  that  one  office. 

I  am  not  trying  to  unnecessarily  jab  at 
the  Postal  Service.  However,  I  think  that 
it  is  important  that  we  understand  the 
complexities  of  the  management  prob 
lems.  We  in  the  Congress  will  never  be 
able  to  improve  postal  productivity, 

However,  we  were  promised  that,  with 
the  huge  investments  in  mechanization 
productivity  would  be  improved,  thus  sav 
ing  money  and  holding  costs  at  reason 
able  levels.  Unfortunately,  the  Servic 
has  not  yet  been  able  to  adequately  d 
termine  to  my  satisfaction  the  degree  of 
success.  I  am  astounded  to  hear  how 
productivity  has  increased  but  then  to 
learn  that  the  figures  have  been  grossly 
manipulated. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that  a 
public  subsidy  is  necessary.  However,  I 
am  equally  convinced  that  the  American 
people  want  to  know  what  they  are  get- 
ting in  return  for  the  infusion  of  public 
fuels.  Without  reliable  statistics,  we  are 
not  able  to  know  what  we  are  getting. 

WORKING     CONDITIONS     IMPROVEMENT     PROGRAM 

Another  major  goal  of  postal  reorga- 
nization was  to  improve  the  working  con- 
ditions in  postal  facilities.  Poor  lighting, 
bad  ventilation,  excessive  noise,  and 
cramped  space  made  the  working  condi- 
tions very  difficult  for  many  hard  working 
people  in  the  Service. 

Many  of  us  were  pleased  to  learn  that 
in  early  1972,  the  Postal  Service  created 
the  working  conditions  improvement  pro- 
gram. The  objective  was  to  have  95  per- 
cent of  postal  employees  housed  in  ade- 
quate facilities  by  June  30,  1975. 

In  December  of  1974,  the  GAO  reported 
that  the  program  was  not  well  managed 
in  its  early  stages.  This  poor  manage- 
ment, the  GAO  tells  us,  inhibited  prog- 
ress on  this  needed  program.  Some  of  the 
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problems  included:  First,  insufficient 
staffing  and  direction  to  effectively  exe- 
cute the  program;  second,  inadequate  re- 
porting procedures  for  informing  man- 
agement of  program  progress;  third,  a 
need  for  improved  identification  of 
needed  facility  improvements;  fourth,  a 
need  to  obtain  employee  views  on  re- 
quired facility  improvement,  the  Serv- 
ice's inadequate  guidance  on  improving 
leased  facilities,  and  fifth,  a  need  to  in- 
sure that  improvements  are  made  in 
order  of  their  priority. 

Mr.  President,  the  program  was  com- 
pleted in  1975  with  a  total  commitment 
of  $260  million.  At  that  time,  the  GAO 
reported  that  "87  percent  of  postal  em- 
ployees were  housed  in  fully  adequate 
space  or  in  buildings  being  upgraded."  A 
high  level  postal  official  told  us  last  week 
that  these  figures  were  not  accurate,  that 
the  movement  to  new  bulk  mail  facilities 
skewed  the  statistics  and  that  many, 
many  employees  in  numbers  and  not  just 
statistics  still  work  under  bad  conditions. 
I  also  learned,  Mr.  President,  that  much 
of  the  resources  expended  on  this  pro- 
gram were  used  to  repaint  flag  poles, 
clean  up  lobbies,  and  so  on.  In  other 
words,  I  learned  that  the  conditions  for 
employees  had  not  improved  as  we  all 
hoped  they  would. 

It  was  good  policy  to  improve  working 
conditions.  It  was  bad  policy  to  not  face 
this  problem  as  fully  as  the  Service 
should  have. 

MANAGEMENT  OF  EXCESS  SPACE 

Mr.  President,  I  have-  just  received  a 
GAO  report  which  indicated  that  "the 
opportunity  exists  to  generate  additional 
revenues  by  identifying  excess  space  and 
leasing  it  to  other  Government  agencies 
and  commercial  tenants." 

Since  postal  reorganization,  the  Postal 
Service  has  taken  over  the  management 
of  many  postal  facilities  which  have  more 
space  than  the  Service  presently  needs. 
There  are  two  explanations  for  the  excess 
space: 

First,  the  Postal  Service  has  a  policy 
of  acquiring  space  to  meet  projected  10- 
year  requirements. 

Second,  mail  processing  concept 
changes,  such  as  the  area  mail  processing 
plan  and  the  bulk  mail  system — consoli- 
dated mail  processing  in  large  mecha- 
nized facilities — created  excess  space  in 
a  number  of  facilities. 

If  the  forecasting  and  10-year  projec- 
tions are  valid,  which  parenthetically  I 
am  not  sure  is  so,  then  the  acquisition  of 
excess  space  makes  good  sense.  But  let- 
ting the  space  go  idle  costs  us  revenues 
which  could  be  derived  from  leasing  the 
excess  until  it  is  needed. 

(6)     GOVERNMENT    RELATIONS 

Mr.  President,  we  all  know  that  large 
corporations  have  a  Government  rela- 


tions function  within  their  corporate 
structure.  Essentially  these  units  repre- 
sent the  organization's  interests  here  in 
Washington  and  in  the  50  State  capitals. 
Most  of  these  organizations  are  very  ag- 
gressive in  their  efforts  to  hear  and  be 
heard. 

The  Postal  Service  has  a  Deputy  Post- 
master General  for  Government  Rela- 
tions. I  do  not  know  who  this  man  is.  I 
am  sure  that  he  has  been  with  the  Post- 
master General  when  they  have  come  up 
here   to   testify.   But   not   once  has   he 
brought    to    me    a    legislative    proposal 
which  would  make  the  service  better.  I 
understand  that  the  Postal  Service  asked 
the    committee    for    legislation    which 
would   permit  them  to  use  their   own 
counsel  instead  of  legal  representation  by 
the  Justice  Department. 

Given  this  fact,  it  seems  fair  to  assume 
that  the  Postal  Service  is  happy  with  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  as  it  was  writ- 
ten and  that  no  further  modifications  are 
necessary.  All  the  Service  wants  is  con- 
tinued independence  but  with  a  higher 
allowance  in  the  form  of  an  increased 
subsidy. 

Mr.  President,  every  mail  user,  post- 
master, union,  or  association  representa- 
tive, and  mail  user  is  unhappy  with  the 
Postal  Service.  The  supervisors  and  post- 
masters have  filed  suit  against  the  Serv- 
ice. Many  large  mail  users  are  seeking 
alternative  forms  of  delivery.  Everyone 
of  these  interest  groups  has  been  in  to  see 
me  or  my  staff.  Each  of  these  groups  has 
indicated  its  support  for  changes  in  the 
law.  Each  has  told  me  of  its  own  prob- 
lems with  the  Service  as  well  as  the  more 
general  problems.  But  not  the  Postal 
Service. 

The  Postmaster  General  came  to  see 
me  once.  He  seemed  to  be  a  nice  fellow, 
but  he  did  not  tell  me  of  problems  we 
could  help  with.  I  indicated  that  I  have 
not  met  his  Deputy  for  Government  Re- 
lations. My  staff  does  communicate  fre- 
quently with  the  Deputy's  regional  re- 
presentative who  is  very  responsive  when 
it  comes  to  the  handling  of  constituent 
complaints.  More  often  than  not  written 
response  take  from  4  to  7  weeks 
for  canned  responses.  But  I  understand 
the  backlog  caused  by  at  least  40,000 
Congressional  letters  a  year.  Parentheti- 
cally, this  is  not  to  be  excused.  The  Serv- 
ice should  better  equip  itself  to  handle 
this  volume — another  example  of  poor 
management. 

Mr.  President,  it  troubles  me  deeply 
that  the  Postal  Service  is  not  more  ag- 
gressive in  their  Government  relations 
function.  It  troubles  me  that  they  react 
to  our  proposals  but  do  not  use  their 
intimate  knowledge  of  the  problems  to 
guide  us.  And,  needless  to  say  it  troubles 
me  that  they  took  more  than  1  year  to 
respond  and  provide  comments  on  the 
bill  I  introduced  in  February  of  1975. 
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Mr.  President,  I  have  called  for  more 
congressional  oversight  because  it  is 
clear  to  me  that  if  we  do  not  watch  the 
Postal  Service  no  one,  who  can  change 
the  problems,  will.  If  we  do  not  review 
the  budget,  ask  the  hard  questions,  no 
one  will.  If  we  do  not  review  the  law  to 
look  for  necessary  modifications,  no  one 
will. 

In  concluding  on  this  topic,  I  must 
reiterate  my  disappointment  with  the 
Postal  Service's  relationship  with  Con- 
gress. We  should  be  working  together 
for  the  American  people. 

(7)     DISTRICT    OFFICES:    EXCESSIVE    LAYER    OF 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  President,  I  am  concerned  that 
the  Postal  Service  is  continuing  its  top 
heavy  management  stature.  I  have 
learned  that  there  are  57  district  offices 
across  the  country. 

According  to  the  GAO,  "the  district 
office  has  responsibility  for  supervising 
the  operations  of  post  offices  within  an 
established  geographic  area.  They  over- 
see all  functions  of  the  management  sec- 
tional center-mail  processing,  customer 
services,  personnel  and  financial 
aspects".  According  to  Postal  Service 
sources  these  offices  operate  on  budgets 
which  range  from  $250,000  to  $500,000 
per  year. 

Mr.  President,  not  too  long  ago  a  post- 
master in  charge  of  a  sectional  center 
wrote  me  a  letter  in  which  he  described 
the  district  layer  of  management.  He 
said: 

This  (district  level)  is  one  of  the  biggest 
problems  for  the  Sectional  Center  Post- 
masters. The  district  office  staffs  frequently 
block,  delay,  amend  and  disrupt  any  and 
every  progressive  program  of  the  Sectional 
Center.  .  .  .  The  district  level  is  a  manage- 
ment layer  that  is  unnecessary  and  expen- 
sive .  .  .  they  are  high-salaried  and  stay  on 
per  diem  most  of  the  time. 

I  must  take  this  postmaster  at  his 
word.  For  a  year,  I  have  asked  the  Postal 
Service,  unions,  associations,  and  layer 
mail  users  what  they  think.  The  Postal 
Service  has  never  provided  a  formal 
reply.  Others  have  indicated  their  beliefs 
that  it  is  a  management  level  used  as  a 
political  dumping  ground  used  to  help 
the  Service  retain  partisans  whose  jobs 
were  phased  out  as  a  result  of  consolida- 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  worried  when  I 
get  no  real  hard  information  about  such 
a  large  sum  of  money  spent  on  a  so-called 
management  function  which  has  never 
been  adequately  justified.  I  am  convinced 
that  this  is  one  of  those  obvious  func- 
tions which  will  never  be  justified  until 
accountability  is  restored  to  the  system 
of  postal  management. 

Now,  let  me  go  back  to  the  worst  boon- 
doggle. 


THE    BULK    MAIL    SYSTEM:    THE    WORST 
BOONDOGGLE 

Mr.  President,  in  an  appearance  before 
the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  in  March  1971,  Postmaster 
General  Winton  Blount  announced  his 
plans  for  a  "national  bulk  mail  system." 
This  centralized  system  for  processing 
fourth-class  packages  and  some  third- 
class  mail  was  to  consist  of  21  new  facili- 
ties with  12  auxiliary  stations.  It  was  to 
cost  $950  million  and  it  was  to  be  in 
operation  during  fiscal  year  1975.  To 
quote  the  House  Committee  report  of 
March  25,  1976: 

The  project  was  to  be  the  first  significant 
leap  forward  initiated  by  a  new  postal  man- 
agement team  which  was  to  lead  the  Postal 
Service  into  a  new  era  of  efficiency  through 
modernization. 

The  planning,  design,  and  implemen- 
tation of  this  project,  Mr.  President,  rep- 
resents, without  a  doubt,  the  worst  postal 
boondoggle  in  postal  history.  The  concept 
was  bad  from  the  beginning.  The  project 
planning  was  grossly  inadequate  and 
poorly  thought  out.  The  system  designed 
does  not  work,  packages  are  delayed, 
damaged  or  lost,  money  was  wasted,  and 
equally  important,  public  confidence  has 
been  lost.  Let  us  look  at  the  background 
of  this  program  and  understand  the 
problems  which  are,  I  believe,  basic  and 
symptomatic  of  poor  management. 

By  the  time  postal  reorganization  was 
enacted,  parcel  post  processing  was  in 
a  state  of  chaos.  Parcel  damage  rates  and 
delays  were  driving  away  parcel  post 
users.  Postmaster  Blount  "was  anxious 
to  have  something — anything — new  and 
dramatic  built  within  5  years  to  symbol- 
ize the  new  postal  management's  de- 
termination to  make  changes."  In  spite 
of  warnings  from  postal  officials,  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  major  mail  users 
who  feared  the  system  would  not  work, 
Mr.  Blount  proceeded  full  steam  ahead 
with  the  project. 

According  to   the  House   Committee: 

"Unfortunately,  there  is  very  little  docu- 
mentation to  explain  the  reasoning  which 
led  (Postal  Management)  to  acceptance  of 
the  21  unit  concept,  according  to  Mr.  Brower 
(Assistant  Postmaster  General),  because  at 
that  time  the  new  management  team  did 
everything  "on  the  back  of  an  envelope"  and 
eschewed  standard  government  traceability 
procedtires. 

Mr.  Brower  indicated  that  he  under- 
stood there  were  some  abstract  discus- 
sions of  what  could  be  done,  but  the 
House  subcommittee  "found  no  evidence 
that  any  serious  cost-benefit  evaluations 
were  done  on  alternative  concepts,  such 
as  a  decentralized,  less  mechanized  chain 
of  facilities." 

Mr.  President,  this  represents  the 
worst  kind  of  management  decisionmak- 
ing I  have  known.  Furthermore,  while 
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not  documented,  there  is  reason  to  sus- 
pect some  improprieties  as  Mr.  Blount's 
family  construction  company  received 
about  $91  million  worth  of  contracts. 
This  is  public  knowledge  and  a  point 
which  I  do  not  wish  to  belabor  at  this 
time. 

I  have  learned  that  two  very  high 
ranking  postal  officials  close  to  the  proj- 
ect admitted  that  "if  they  had  it  to  do 
over  again,  the  present  system  would 
never  have  been  built."  According  to  the 
House  Committee  report  Postmaster 
General  Bailar  said,  "We'll  have  to  live 
with  what  we've  got."  Two  postmasters 
in  major  cities  claimed  that  there  was 
less  damage  and  better  service  under  the 
old  system,  and  that  the  bulk  mail  sys- 
tem is  a  disaster.  The  former  President 
of  the  National  Association  of  Postmas- 
ters of  the  United  States  told  the  House 
Committee: 

I  haven't  heard  anything  good  about  (the 
NBMD)  from  any  postal  people  I  have  talked 
to. 

And  the  House  Committee  staff  who 
interviewed  employees  across  the  coun- 
try found  this  to  be  the  prevalent  think- 
ing in  the  postal  community.  Let  us  now 
look  at  the  problems. 

The  immediate  problem  of  the  sys- 
tem is  damage.  The  GAO  tells  us  that 
the  "Service's  goal  is  to  keep  damages 
below  0.5  percent  of  the  mail  processed." 
Between  October  1975  and  January  1976 
the  GAO  reports  that  "three  of  the  four 
operational  centers  we  visited  reported 
damage  rates  in  excess  of  the  Service's 
goal  which  ranged  from  0.75  to  1.93  per- 
cent." As  we  read  in  the  newspaper, 
Chairman  Charlie  Wilson  of  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Postal  Facilities,  Mail, 
and  Labor  Management  paid  a  surprise 
visit  to  the  Detroit  facility.  He  reported 
that  "tens  of  thousands  of  pieces  of 
damaged  mail  were  found  awaiting 
claims  processing  at  the  downtown  post 
office.  Most  of  these  items  had  clearly 
been  crushed  in  the  mechanization." 
There  is  also  reason  to  believe  that  the 
damage  statistics  are  not  accurate  and 
and,  therefore,  the  damage  rate  is  much 
larger  than  is  reported. 

It  is  clear  that  the  fast  design,  no  trial 
period,  immediate  jump  by  Blount  into 
this  project  was  wrong.  The  machines 
cannot  process  all  parcels  stHabor  is  still 
high — 8  percent  or.  25  million  pieces 
must  be  hand  sorted.  I  have  learned  that 
the  personnel  complement  was  inade- 
quate and  will  have  to  be  expanded. 
Manual  sorts,  customer  relations  per- 
sonnel who  must  explain  to  customers, 
and  others  are  needed  to  keep  the  sys- 
tem going.  The  House  Committee 
reported : 

Most  facilities  rave  been  running  extra 
r>ours  and  require  extended  use  of  overtime 
to  process  the  mail. 


Mr.  President,  in  spite  of  the  fancy 
machines,  which  many  postal  officials 
agree  was  unnecessary,  service  continues 
to  be  lousy.  I  understand  that  missent 
rates  average  5  to  10  percent  or  15  to 
30  million  parcels  per  year.  Trucks  are 
frequently  not  dispatched  until  they  are 
full.  This  causes  delays. 

Mr.  President,  for  those  of  use  who 
believe  the  post  office  should  be  run  by 
experienced  postal  workers,  it  is  inter- 
esting to  note  that  of  the  21  general 
managers  of  major  bulk  mail  facilities, 
only  4  have  any  postal  background. 

Safety  is  a  major  problem  within  the 
bulk  mail  system.  Safety  officers  were 
not  consulted  during  the  design  stages  of 
development.  Therefore,  much  of  the 
equipment  is  dangerous.  In  one  facility, 
a  woman  had  her  legs  crushed  in  the  sys- 
tem. The  roof  of  the  Phoenix  facility 
caved  in.  The  safety  officers,  who  I  have 
been  told  are  overworked  and  their  of- 
fices understaffed,  are  modifying  the 
equipment  where  possible  for  the  safety 
of  employees.  But  it  Is  clearly  a  catch- 
up proposition  which  could  have  been 
avoided  had  the  system  been  adequately 
planned,  designed,  and  implemented. 

The  safety  factor  as  well  as  the  mech- 
anization and  physical  layout  of  the  fa- 
cilities has  contributed  to  low  employee 
morale.  Workers  are  isolated  from  one 
another  so  that  there  is  no  one  around 
with  whom  they  can  talk,  ask  advice  or 
whatever  other  communication  might  be 
necessary.  The  House  committee,  after 
investigating  the  system,  reported  that 
"the  rate  of  sick  leave  is  increasing  rap- 
idly and  efficiency  is  declining." 

Mr.  President,  one  of  Mr.  Blount's 
major  goals  in  developing  the  system  was 
to  get  back  parcel  business  which  was 
being  lost  to  the  Postal  Service*s  com- 
petitor. Unfortunately,  Mr.  President, 
the  Postal  Service  just  dove  right  -into 
their  new  program.  They  might  have 
learned  something  by  studying  their 
competitor  which  presently  controls  a 
large  segment  of  the  parcel  market  and 
does  so  with  a  profit. 

In  1971,  when  the  bulk  mail  system 
was  proposed  the  competitor  had  ex- 
panded from  handling  7  million  pack- 
ages in  1952  to  547  million  per  year. 
USPS  had  shrunk  from  about  1  billion 
to  536  million  packages  per  year  between 
1952  and  1971.  The  decision  was  made 
that  spending  $1  billion  on  new  facilities 
would  so  improve  parcel  post  that  many 
packages  would  be  taken  from  the  com- 
petitor and  from  new  sources  as  a  result 
of  this  investment  to  reach  the  projected 
bulk  mail  system  volume  of  about  1  bil- 
lion packages 

No  indepth  study  was  made  of  the 
competitor  or  its  method  of  operation. 
The  competitor  was  simply  dismissed  as 
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a  "cream -skimmer"  who  selectively 
served  portions  of  the  market  and  pro- 
vided delivery  service  only  in  these  se- 
lected markets. 

What  was  the  competitor  doing? 

How  had  it  become  so  successful  and 
yet  served  only  these  "selected  markets"? 

It  has  provided  among  others  the  fol- 
lowing service  features  which  the  Postal 
Service  did  not  provide: 

First.  It  gave  pickup  service — it  went 
to  the  customers  and  picked  up  the  pack- 
ages from  them  saving  them  daily  time-. 
consuming  trips  to  the  post  office  and 
allowing  them  to  avoid  waiting  in  line, 

Second.  It  insured  every  package  au- 
tomatically to  a  value  of  $100,  and  made 
additional  insurance  easily  available. 
USPS  only  made  this  available  for  the 
packages  on  which  the  customer  would 
pay  a  special  fee  and  fill  in  special  forms. 

Third.  It  kept  a  simplified  record  sys- 
tem of  every  package  which  allowed  it 
to  prove  that  it  had  delivered  the  custo- 
mer's package — these  records  were 
readily  available  to  the  shipper  if  needed 
in  order  to  resolve  the  important  ques- 
tions of  delivery  and  payment  for  the 
merchandise. 

Fourth.  In  the  areas  it  was  certified  to 
serve,  it  delivered  the  package  to  every 
address  accessible  by  a  passable  road  ir- 
respective of  whether  that  address  was 
in  a  first-,  second-,  third-,  or  fourth- 
class  post  office  and  whether  or  not  that 
post  office  had  delivery  service  or  whether 
or  not  that  destination  address  was  on  a 
rural  route. 

Fifth.  It  expanded  the  selected  markets 
it  would  serve  as  rapidly  as  it  could  ac- 
cumulate the  needed  capital,  promote 
and  train  the  necessary  management 
personnel,  and  secure  authorization  from 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
and  the  many  State  regulatory  bodies  to 
serve  these  new  areas.  In  1971,  the  com- 
petitor expanded  its  operations  into  12 
States  and  late  in  that  year  applied  to 
serve  the  remaining  States  which  it  did 
not  serve  in  the  48  contiguous  States,  and 
finally, 

Sixth.  It  had  built  a  few  big,  new  facili- 
ties. None  as  large  as  any  of  the  bulk 
mail  system  facilities  nor  with  as  many 
employees.  The  great  majority  of  facili- 
ties were  smaller.  Why  were  they 
smaller?  Because  they  were  built  at  the 
places  needed  to  handle  the  packages  in 
a  given  area  and  of  a  size  sufficient  to 
handle  the  volume  in  that  area  yet  at  the 
same  time  maintain  a  delivery  time 
service  standard  which  provided  for  bet- 
ter delivery  service  than  that  proposed  as 
the  goal  of  the  bulk  mail  system. 

There  are  more  service  features  and 
more  reasons  why  the  competitor  was 
and  is  successful  in  the  package  moving 
business.  But  of  all  the  reasons  I  have 
mentioned  for  this  success,  which  ones 


did  postal  management  decide  it  should 
offer  the  public?  Only  buildings — not 
pickup,  not  automatic  insurance,  not 
easy  proof  of  delivery,  not  delivery  of 
every  package  to  every  address — $1  bil- 
lion worth  of  only  buildings.  Today,  the 
competitor  serves  every  address  in  the  48 
contiguous  States,  and  on  the  Island  of 
Hawaii.  It  plans  to  expand  its  service  in 
the  future  to  the  neighbor  islands  of 
Hawaii  and  to  portions  of  Alaska. 

Having  grown  as  it  has,  you  would 
think  that  it  would  long  ago  have 
skimmed  off  all  the  cream  and  stopped 
but  now  it  appears  to  be  into  the  skim 
milk.  A  postal  marketing  survey  intro- 
duced in  the  recent  rate  case  shows  that 
the  competitor  is  now  handling  more 
zone -rated  packages  between  families 
than  is  the  Postal  Service.  These  are  the 
famous  "Aunt  Minnie"  packages  about 
which  we  have  heard  so  much.  But  as 
we  have  known  for  a  long  time  "Aunt 
Minnie"  and  "Unc^e  Mo"  are  not  dopes — 
They  sent  us  here.  With  gas  costing  65 
cents  per  gallon  and  parking  meters  gob- 
bling dimes  and  quarters,  getting  the 
competitor  to  come  and  pick  up  the  pack- 
ages at  the  house  for  a  $2  service  charge 
is  a  pretty  good  deal.  Is  this  cream  or 
skim  milk? 

The  record  here  contains  a  letter  from 
the  competitor  to  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral asking  him  to  detail  the  instances 
of  cream  skimming  which  he  had  knowl- 
edge of.  His  reply  is  a  masterpiece  of 
bureaucratic  double  talk  which  boils 
down  to  a  simple  answer.  He  cannot  de- 
tail any. 

Yet,  despite  all  this,  we  are  supposed 
to  sit  here  and  accept  as  fact  the  $1  bil- 
lion of  the  taxpayers'  money  invested  in 
the  bulk  mail  system  was:  A  necessary 
investment:  a  prudent  investment;  a 
businesslike  investment,  and  the  kind  of 
investment  which  we  should  let  the  pres- 
ent managers  of  USPS  continue  to  make. 
I  say  no. 

postal  financing:  borrowing  is  no  way  to 
stat  solvent 

Mr.  President,  I  would  now  like  to  turn 
to  the  financial  condition  of  the  Postal 
Service.  It  is  in  very  poor  shape  and  they 
just  have  not  been  able  to  balance  their 
costs  and  their  revenues. 

Failure  of  the  Postal  Service  to  achieve 
self-sufficiency  either  now  or  in  the  fu- 
ture carries  with  it  the  failure  of  the  idea 
that  an  independent  Postal  Service  is  a 
better  way  of  providing  service  than  ex- 
isted previously.  The  Service  has  lost 
money  every  year  since  its  creation. 

The  Postal  Service  commenced  opera- 
tions with  assets  in  excess  of  $3.4  billion. 
As  of  December  31,  1975,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice was  in  a  negative  equity  position  of 
$381  million.  Their  estimated  loss  for  fis- 
cal year  1976  is  $1.5  billion  and  for  fiscal 
year  1977,  the  loss  is  expected  to  be  one 
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billion,  55  million.  This  means  that  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1977,  the  Postal 
Service  will  be  $4!2  billion  in  debt,  a  loss 
of  some  $8  billion  since  its  conception. 
In  the  private  sector,  their  excess  of  lia- 
bilities over  assets,  coupled  with  revenues 
that  regularly  fail  to  cover  expenses, 
strongly  suggest  that  an  entity  is  bank- 
rupt. 

The  Postal  Service's  equity  is  not  quite 
like  that  of  a  corporate  entity  since  about 
SI. 5  billion  of  the  Service's  liabilities  are 
held  by  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  of 
the  U.S.  Treasury,  another  Government 
entity.  In  order  to  absorb  its  continuing 
deficits  and  to  maintain  the  level  of  as- 
sets necessary  to  support  adequate  serv- 
ice to  the  public,  the  Postal  Service  has 
resorted  to  borrowing.  There  is  current- 
ly outstanding  $1.5  billion  of  debt  in- 
curred to  meet  operating  expenses.  This 
debt  is  in  the  form  of  promissory  notes 
which  are  held  by  the  Federal  Financ- 
ing Bank. 

I  do  not  feel  that  it  was  ever  the  in- 
tention of  Congress  to  permit  the  Postal 
Service  to  borrow  funds  from  the  Treas- 
ury as  a  means  of  keeping  them  sol- 
vent. During  the  debate  on  postal  re- 
organization, it  was  felt  that  the  Service 
needed  the  authority  to  borrow  funds  for 
the  purposes  of  capital  improvements. 
The  law  authorized  the  Postal  Service  to 
borrow  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $10 
billion  outstanding  at  any  one  time.  Lan- 
guage of  the  administration's  recom- 
mendation permitted  the  use  of  bor- 
rowed funds  for  any  purpose  whatsoever, 
subject  to  an  annual  limitation  upon  the 
net  increase  in  debt  of  $1.5  billion  for 
capital  improvements  and  a  $.5  billion 
annual  limit  for  operating  expenses. 

In  the  Senate  report  on  postal  reor- 
ganization dated  June  3,  1970,  the  com- 
mittee approved  the  administration's 
recommendation  by  stating: 

.  .  .  that  we  caution  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors that  if  borrowed  money  is  used  to  meet 
current  operating  expenses,  lenders  will 
charge  a  very  high  premium.  Thus,  the  use 
of  borrowed  revenue  for  operating  expenses 
should  be  restricted  to  the  most  unusual 
circumstances.  The  basic  purpose  in  au- 
thorizing the  sale  of  bonds  by  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  to  avoid  the  annual  battle  between 
the  Post  Office  Department  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  which  notoriously  results  in 
limitations  upon  funds  available  to  be  ap- 
propriated, and  the  occasional  restrictions 
imposed  b,y  the  President  upon  Federal  con- 
struction spending. 

Thus,  it  seems  evident  that  the  inten- 
tion of  granting  borrowing  authority  was 
for  purposes  of  construction  and  for  the 
use  of  defraying  operating  expenses  only 
in  an  emergency  situation. 

Further  evidence  of  the  misuse  of  bor- 
rowing authority  was  brought  out  in  the 
committee's  hearings  on  February  20, 
1976.  Mr.  William  Anderson  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office  testified  that 
in  the  absence  of  borrowing,  the  Postal 


Service  would  actually  be  insolvent,  by 
the  Service's  own  projections,  and  by  the 
calculations  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office.  He  further  stated  that  they  in- 
tended to  borrow  some  $700  million  to 
tide  them  over,  in  the  absence  of  a  sub- 
sidy. In  fact,  the  Postal  Service  did  bor- 
row $700  million  in  May  of  this  year; 
$500  million  was  considered  new  debt  and 
$200  million  was  used  for  refinancing 
previous  debt. 

According  to  GAO,  the  next  crunch, 
even  with  this  $700  million,  would  be 
about  April  of  1977.  Anderson  stated 
that- 
Having  borrowed  this  money,  and  borrowed 
additional  money  in  1977,  they  would  be  at 
a  point  where  they  project  that  they  would 
not  have  the  cash  to  meet  their  expenses. 

The  testimony  goes  on  to  say: 
Their  planned  borrowing  will  come  to  $5 
billion  that  they  will  have  outstanding  in 
debt  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1977.  Septem- 
ber 30,  1977,  that  is,  including  a  net  of  pay- 
back of  $604  million  between  now  and  then, 
but  in  any  event,  they  will  have  $5  billion  of 
debt  that  the  organization  will  be  saddled 
with.  That  is  really  going  to  impact  on  their 
operation  at  that  point,  and  you  might  as 
well  write  off  self-sufficiency,  unless  you 
give  them  some  help. 

Under  examination,  Mr.  Anderson  ex- 
plained that  the  Federal  Financing  Bank 
was  established  and  was  supposed  to  go 
to  the  market  on  the  issuance  of  bonds. 
However,  it  found  that  it  was  much 
cheaper  to  get  its  money  from  the  Treas- 
ury. In  effect,  whatever  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice borrows  is  coming  right  out  of  the 
U.S.  Treasury  and  is  just  being  funneled 
through  the  Federal  Financing  Bank.  So, 
not  only  do  we  find  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  bankrupt  and  that  they  are  now 
requesting  additional  funds  from  the 
Congress,  we  also  find  that  we  have  been 
giving  additional  back-door  financing 
through  the  U.S.  Treasury  under  the  bor- 
rowing authority  that  was  granted  dur- 
ing postal  reorganization.  This  point  is 
clearly  brought  to  our  attention  with  the 
GAO  response  to  the  questioning  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee.  Mr.  Anderson  stated: 

In  effect,  the  money  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  borrowing  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment are  Federal  expenses.  This  is  really 
a  Federal  organization  and  those  monies  are 
being  expended  to  operate  it.  It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  whether  you  appropriate  it  annually 
or  whether  you  are  using  your  borrowing 
authority  from  the  Treasury. 

At  this  point  I  would  refer  for  a  mo- 
ment to  my  legislative  proposal  and  state 
that  it  would  place  a  limitation  on  the 
borrowing  authority  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. My  amendment  would  permit  the 
Service  to  borrow  as  a  means  of  cash 
flow  only.  It  could  borrow  $500  million 
in  any  given  year  so  long  as  the  funds  are 
repaid  within  that  year.  Such  a  provision 
would  be  supported  by  the  GAO  auditors 
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as  is  evidenced  again  by  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Anderson.  He  stated  before  the 
committee: 

I  would  even  say  that  you  would  not  want 
them  borrowing  for  operating  costs.  Over  the 
next  18  months  they  intend  to  borrow 
another  $1  billion  for  operating  costs,  and  to 
me  they  are  really  mortgaging  the  future. 
That  is  a  violation  of  the  basic  tenets  of 
good  business,  as  you  are  well  aware,  bor- 
rowing money  to  pay  your  operating  costs 
especially  if  it  is  long-term  money,  and  they 
have  already  rolled  over  some  of  their  short- 
term  notes. 

The  financial  disaster  of  the  Postal 
Service  is  acknowledged  by  all.  The  com- 
mittee report  accompanying  H.R.  8603 
highlights  this  fact  and  even  stated,  "If 
it  were  truly  a  business,  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  would  be  bankrupt."  Also, 
the  Postmaster  General  Bailar's  testi- 
mony on  March  29,  1976,  he  stated: 

We  have  the  capacity  of  being  effectively 
rendered  insolvent  within  the  course  of  a 
year  if  the  Treastiry  were  ever  to  choose  not 
to  loan  us  any  more  money  from  the  Federal 
Financing  Bank. 

Recognizing  this  financial  doom,  the 
Postal  Service  has  taken  a  position  that 
in  order  to  remain  solvent  it  would  have 
to  cut  services  to  the  public.  This  is  evi- 
denced by  Mr.  Bailar's  further  statement 
that — 

I  would  have  to  point  otit  to  you  that 
we  have  now  got  somethiing  on  the  order  of 
a  $3  billion  deficit.  We  expect  to  lose  money 
again  next  year.  And  our  ability  to  render 
that  service  would  be  nil  if  we  were  insolvent. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  very  clear  to  me, 
and  I  hope  it  is  clear  to  my  colleagues 
that  this  is  not  a  situation  that  can  go 
unchecked.  We  simply  cannot  continue 
to  authorize  and  appropriate  additional 
funds  and  to  commence  yet  another 
study  while  the  Postal  Service  is  falling 
around  us.  After  6  years,  we  should  have 
learned  by  now  that  the  public's  demand 
for  service  can  no  longer  be  ignored  by 
the  Congress.  Only  the  Congress  as  the 
peoples'  representatives  can  determine 
the  needs  of  the  Postal  Service.  Only  a 
constant  oversight  by  Congress  can 
make  the  Service  sound  and  responsive. 
My  hope  was  that  by  now  we  would  be 
giving  out  awards  for  success  rather  than 
billions  for  failure.  But  the  only  way  to 
steady  these  failures,  the  only  way  to 
prevent  them  in  the  future,  the  only  way 
for  a  constant  input  by  the  public  is  to 
bring  the  Postmaster  General  back  in 
communication  with  the  Congress  and 
the  President  and  for  us  to  resume  budg- 
etary authorizations.  We  simply  cannot 
continue  to  do  as  we  have  been  doing- 
giving  out  a  billion  a  year— without  over- 
sight. 

SUMMATION 

In  the  face  of  current  developments, 
it  is  time  to  take  a  fresh,  imaginative  look 


at  our  postal  operations  in  terms  of  public 
policy.  We  must  not  overlook  the  fact 
that  whatever  organizational  form  postal 
delivery  takes,  the  customer  must  come 
first. 

It  has  now  been  6  years  since  postal 
reorganization.  The  Postal  Service  has 
been  wasteful  and  profligate  in  its  spend- 
ing and  borrowing  authority.  The  Serv- 
ice is  costing  the  American  public  bil- 
lions of  wasted  tax  dollars  as  a  result  of 
costly  business  decisions  and  mistakes, 
not  to  mention  the  added  interest  ex- 
penses due*  to  repeated  borrowing  for 
operational  expenditures. 

One  obvious  example  of  a  bad  business 
decision  involves  the  bulk  mail  facility. 
A  vast  number  of  parcels  have  been 
found  mangled  by  the  new  system  and 
hidden  in  a  trash  dump.  Other  examples 
of  mail  damage  problems  caused  by 
mechanization  occurred  in  facilities 
where  mail  was  placed  in  garbage  cans 
and  disposed  of  at  the  city  dump.  No 
wonder  the  Postal  Service  is  losing  busi- 
ness to  private  competitors.  The  United 
Parcel  Service,  a  private  organization 
and  the  Postal  Service's  major  competi- 
tor for  bulk  delivery  business,  efficiently 
handled  930  million  packages,  approxi- 
mately 29  million  more  than  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  did  in  1975.  A  UPS  spokes- 
man asserted  that  the  Government 
"simply  cannot  move  parcels  as  fast  as 
he  can,  or  for  as  low  rates."  The  Postal 
Service  and  its  predecessor  have  been  in 
the  parcel  post  business  since  1921.  There 
has  been  ample  time  to  improve  service, 
as  well  as  to  capitalize  on  possible  econo- 
mies of  scale  in  handling  parcels. 

Not  only  is  the  public  disturbed  over 
deteriorated  service  but  it  is  also  plagued 
by  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  postage.  In  the 
past  5  years,  the  price  of  a  first-class 
stamp  has  gone  from  8  cents  to  13  cents, 
primarily  to  bring  in  more  revenue.  As  a 
result,  major  mailers  have  reduced  their 
use  of  the  mails  because  rates  are  too 
high.  The  mail  users  might  not  mind 
paying  a  disproportionate  share  of  the 
costs  of  handling  their  mail  if  it  were 
delivered  a  little  faster  without  damage 
and  to  the  right  mail  boxes.  Missent  mail 
is  a  contributing  factor  to  mail  delays. 
Although  millions  of  tax  dollars  have 
been  invested  in  letter-sorting  machines, 
much  of  the  mail  sorted  by  these  ma- 
chines are  being  sent  to  wrong  locations. 
According  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  delays  in  mail  delivery  are 
greater  now  than  they  were  under  the 
old  system.  In  spite  of  this,  taxpayers, 
who  traditionally  have  borne  the  cost  of 
paying  the  difference  between  revenues 
from  postage  and  what  it  actually  costs 
to  deliver  the  mail,  are  finding  that  their 
postage  costs  are  high  and  are  getting 
higher. 

The  increase  in  second-,  third-,  and 
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fourth-class  rostage  and  the  probability 
of  future  increases  have  caused  many 
businesses  to  consider  either  delivering 
their  own  products  directly  to  the  home 
or  utilizing  local  private  delivery  services. 
It  has  also  caused  department  stores  and 
public  utilities  in  many  instances  to  by- 
pass the  mails  by  personally  delivering 
their  bills  to  customers.  Some  reported 
successful  examples  include:  National 
Postal  Service  in  northern  California  de- 
livers for  J.  C.  Penney  over  400,000  cir- 
culars monthly  plus  other  substantial 
business;  and  Carrier  Boys  of  America 
Corporation  of  New  Jersey  serves  6  mil- 
lion households  in  that  State,  as  well  as 
New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and 
California.  They  deliver  circulars  for  de- 
partment store  and  supermarket  adver- 
tising. Magazine  publishers  have  already 
predicted  a  turnover  to  private  delivery 
of  from  60  to  65  percent  of  their  volume 
in  the  near  future.  Also,  many  companies 
are  moving  to  the  electronic  transfer 
system.  In  view  of  this,  the  general  pub- 
lic, which  is  a  particularly  high  volume 
user,  will  also  be  searching  for  cheaper 
and  more  dependable  ways  to  get  their 
communications  delivered. 

The  Postal  Service  asserts  its  service 
today  is  good.  At  the  same  time  the 
Postal  Service  Consumer  Advocate  Of- 
fice continues  to  receive  hundreds  of 
complaints  weekly.  The  most  common 
complaints  concern  delayed  mail,  hours 
of  service,  trouble  with  self-service  postal 
equipment,  dissatisfaction  with  postal 
personnel,  damaged  mail,  and  other  mail 
matters:  Moreover,  hardly  a  day  passes 
without  an  article  critical  of  our  Postal 
Service  appearing  in  one  of  the  Nation's 
newspapers  or  magazines.  Members  of 
Congress  are  deluged  with  complaints 
from  their  constituents  and  are  being  re- 
quested to  take  a  serious  look  at  the 
quality  of  mail  service. 

The  provisions  of  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act  of  1970  mandate  that  the 
Postal  Service  provide  prompt,  reliable, 
and  efficient  services  to  customers  in  all 
areas  and  communities.  The  act  further 
directs  that  a  maximum  degree  of  effec- 
tive and  regular  postal  services  be  pro- 
vided to  rural  areas,  communities,  and 
small  towns  where  post  offices  are  not 
self-sustaining.  The  only  thing  the 
Postal  Service  seems  to  have  accom- 
plished beyond  argument  is  the  mandate 
for  fair  treatment  of  its  employees. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  postal  worker 
has  done  well  in  terms  of  increasing  pay 
and  fringe  benefits.  My  only  wish  is  that 
the  Postal  Service  could  have  been  as 
successful  at  increasing  services  to  the 
people. 

My  view  on  the  future  success  of 
the  Postal  Service,  under  the  present 
system,  is  very  dim,  indeed.  However,  it 
can  be  improved  and  it  is  my  hope  that 


this  improvement  will  be  legislated  as 
quickly  as  pos-ible. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  yield  to  me  for  a  minute  or  two, 
in  order  to  discuss  some  of  the  aspects 
of  our  postal  situation? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  points  that  should  be  made  in  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  Postal  Service  is  the  dedi- 
cation of  individual  postal  workers  to 
public  service.  It  is  extremely  disturbing 
to  the  public  to  find  that  mail  takes  as 
long  as  it  does  to  get  from  one  point  to 
another;  but  I  think  it  is  even  more  dis- 
turbing to  members  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice who  have  made  this  their  profession, 
who  are  dedicating  themselves  in  a  very 
conscious  and  deliberate  way  to  public 
service,  to  find  that  their  efforts  do  not 
turn  out  to  produce  the  results  they  hope 
for. 

I  had  a  very  interesting  example  of  the 
kind  of  dedication  that  the  postal  work- 
ers invest  in  their  jobs.  I  was  advised  re- 
cently by  the  Maryland  Rural  Letter 
Carriers  Association  of  an  extremely  in- 
teresting resolution  they  had  adopted.  It 
was  the  proposal  of  the  Maryland  letter 
carriers  that  they  each  donate  1  day's 
pay,  that  they  give  up  a  day  of  pay,  as  a 
contribution  to  the  Postal  Service.  This 
was  something  more  than  just  the  dollars 
and  cents  involved.  This  was  an  act  of 
personal  dedication.  They  wanted  to  give 
something  to  the  Postal  Service.  They 
wanted  to  make  clear  that  the  Postal 
Service  is  something  in  which  they  have 
a  deep  personal  commitment  and  invest- 
ment of  their  lives.  So  they  adopted  a  re- 
solution. I  shall  read  the  resolution.  It 
says: 

Resolved,  that  each  regular  rural  carrier 
voluntarily  give  one  day's  pay  to  the  Postal 
Service  as  a  token  of  our  concern  for  the 
service's  financial  plight. 

Be  it  further  resolved  that  others  svich  as 
rural  carriers  who  are" concerned  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  voluntarily  contribute. 

This  is  a  magnificent  gesture,  for  these 
rural  letter  carriers  to  say  that  they  will 
give  up  a  day  of  pay,  renounce  it,  waive 
it,  as  a  contribution  to  the  service.  Ac- 
tually, it  is  a  substantial  sum  of  money. 
It  is  a  way  in  which  people  can  make  a 
contribution.  But  more  than  that,  it  is  a 
symbol  of  what  they  are  willing  to  do. 
They   are    willing   to   make   a   personal 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Were  they  allowed  to 
come  up,  or  what  was  the  result  of  that? 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  I  regret  to  say  that  the 
Postal  Service  did  not  really  have  the 
same  creativity  and  imagination  as  the 
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rural  carriers.  They  got  a  very  nice, 
polite  letter,  but  it  was  a  turndown. 
They  were  told  that  their  offer  has  not 
been  considered  lightly — 

But  we  feel  that  we  can  neither  expect  nor 
accept  work  from  our  loyal  employees  with- 
out fairly  compensating  them  for  their  ef- 
forts. In  overcoming  our  financial  problems, 
we  cannot,  in  good  conscience,  engage  in  a 
solution  which  has  such  a  direct  effect  on  the 
families  of  our  people. 

Well,  that  is  a  kind  of  cold  answer  to 
a  very  warm  suggestion,  in  my  judgment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Very  much  so,  since 
there  are  a  lot  of  warm  bodies  running 
up  and  down  the  Hill  right  now.  I  just 
wondered  what  measure  they  had  taken 
with  respect  to  allowing  carriers  to  do 
this,  or  supporting  the  suggestion,  even 
with  relinquishment  of  a  day's  pay,  as 
I  understand  the  Senator's  rural  carriers 
were  willing  to  do. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  That  is  the  only 
answer  they  got. 

It  seems  to  me,  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
to  me  for  just  a  moment  further,  that 
the  effect  of  this  very  generous  offer 
made  by  the  rural  carriers  would  have 
been  to  dramatize  the  interest  of  the 
post  office  personnel  in  the  problems  of 
the  Postal  Service,  and  would  have  been 
to  make  them  increasingly  conscious  of 
the  problems  of  the  Service,  of  the  need 
to  economize,  of  the  need  for  efficiency. 
I  regret  that  the  Postal  Service  failed  to 
see  the  important  symbolism  of  the  offer 
that  was  made  by  these  rural  letter  car- 
riers, to  give  up  a  day's  pay,  to  donate  a 
day's  work  to  the  Postal  Service,  as  a 
kind  of  token  of  their  commitment  to 
making  the  Postal  Service  work,  making 
it  a  success,  making  it  pay  its  own  way. 
I  think  it  was  shortsighted.  It  was  a 
completely  voluntary  offer  on  the  part  of 
the  letter  carriers.  I  think  maybe  this 
little  incident  says  something  about  the 
way  the  management  of  the  Postal 
Service  approaches  the  difficult  problem 
of  bringing  the  Postal  Service  into  the 
modern  age. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  for  the  Record 
the  letter  from  Mr.  Perry  H.  Smith,  the 
president  of  the  Maryland  Rural  Letter 
Carriers  Association,  in  its  entirety  at 
this  point,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The      Maryland      Rural      Letter 
Carriers'  Association, 

Rhodesdale,  Md.,  July  7,  1976. 
Hon.  Charles  McC.  Mathias, 
U.S.  Senator,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mathias:  I  am  sorry  I  have 
been  so  long  in  answering  your  inquiry  about 
our  resolution  but  I  wanted  to  be  sure  of 
our  course  and  procedures  and  to  know  that 
we  were  moving  before  I  replied.  Thankfully 
I  think  we  are  making  progress. 


First  of  all  the  resolution  is  quite  simple. 
It  is,  Resolved:  "That  each  regular  rural 
carrier  voluntarily  give  one  days  pay  to  the 
Postal  Service  as  a  token  of  our  concern  for 
the  Service's  financial  plight.  Be  it  further 
resolved  that  others  such  as  retired  rural 
carriers  who  are  concerned  be  given  an  op- 
portunity to  voluntarily  contribute."  This 
has  been  sent  to  the  National  Rural  Letter 
Carriers  Asssociation  for  consideration  by  the 
Resolutions  Committee,  which  is  the  usual 
procedure  for  all  resolutions.  The  committee 
clears  the  resolutions  of  duplications  and  ac- 
ceptability and  reports  them  to  the  floor  of 
the  Convention. 

We  are  going  further  than  this.  An  article 
will  appear  in  our  State  paper  in  July,  which 
is  the  Maryland  R.F.D.,  explaining  the  reso- 
lution and  asking  the  support  of  all  our 
membership.  This  article  will  be  sent  to  the 
president  of  each  State  Rtiral  Carrier  Asso- 
ciation with  the  information  that  it  will  be 
a  resolution  at  the  National  Convention  and 
asking  their  support. 

Further,  we  are  also  in  contact  with  the 
District  Office  of  the  Postal  Service  in  Co- 
lumbia in  an  effort  to  work  out  a  procedure 
so  each  carrier  can  volunteer  to  participate. 
There  may  be  some  difficulty  here  and  it  is 
even  possible  the  Service  may  refuse  but  we 
hope  not.  In  our  discussions  we  believe  that 
a  release  so  each  of  us  could  forfeit  Labor 
Day's  pay  might  be  the  easiest  way  to  ad- 
minister this  program. 

As  to  the  origin  of  the  resolution  I  believe 
Mrs.  Dorothy  Peck,  who  has  been  elected  to 
succeed  me,  suggested  this  to  some  other 
carriers  at  the  banquet  Monday  night  as  an 
outgrowth  of  your  statements  about  Joe 
Holdcraft  doing  so  much  for  Frederick 
county  by  himself.  It  was  talked  around 
informally  and  we  thought  it  might  be  a 
good  idea,  so  we  had  the  resolution  com- 
mittee present  it.  There  was  much  discussion 
but  no  real  opposition  and  then  it  passed 
unanimously. 

With  the  amount  of  progress  made  to  this 
point  we  think  any  use  you  may  make  of 
the  fact  that  the  Maryland  Rural  Letter 
Carriers  want  to  do  this  in  order  to  show  our 
concern  for  the  future  of  the  Postal  Service 
can  only  help.  We  hope  this  gesture  will 
show  our  customers,  the  management  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  all  others  who  can  help 
that  we  are  dedicated  to  saving  what  we  con- 
sider a  vital  service  to  America. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  service  to  you  please 
let  me  know.  With  kindest  personal  regards, 
Sincerely, 

Perry  H.  Smith. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
hoped  that  we  could  get  into  part  of  the 
debate  with  respect  to  one  of  the  greater 
concerns.  That  is  the  matter  of  the  obli- 
gation of  the  contract  of  the  employees 
of  the  Postal  Service.  I  am  very  much 
concerned  and  the  substitute  amend- 
ment does  not  impair  that  obligation. 

Since  my  colleague  from  Maryland  was 
pointing  out  how  the  Postal  Service 
treated  the  request  of  the  rural  letter 
carriers  to  give  up  a  day's  pay  to  come 
on  their  own  in  order  to  be  able  to 
answer — that  is  the  whole  thing.  Every- 
body wants  to  be  heard,  and  no  one  is 
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listening.  We  keep  standing  foursquare 
in  the  well,  saying  how  we  love  the  em- 
ployees  and   how   we   admire  the   em- 
ployees. Some  have  had  the  audacity  to 
say  their  morale  is  up.  I  have  talked  to 
every  one  of  them  and  their  morale  is 
down,  deeply  so,  even  though  thev  are 
getting  greater  pay.  Rather  than  having 
any  appreciation  from  the  public  for  the 
dilemma  they  have  been  put  into  because 
of  these  work  practices  of  management 
at  the  Postal  Service,  they  are  being  re- 
buffed at  every  turn.  It  used  to  be  that 
the  letter  carrier  would  be  invited  in  for 
a  cup  of  coffee.  Now  he  gets  total  scorn. 
Let  us  look  at  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, where  the  distinguished  chair- 
man of  our  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil   Service   has   the  Agriculture  De- 
partment before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations.    It    is    very    interesting 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  be- 
ing one  department  of  the  Government, 
is  more  or  less  abandoning  another  de- 
partment and  not  using  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice any  longer.  I  have  a  letter  here  from 
Lincoln,   Nebr.,   wherein   the  particular 
produce  recipient,  Meridith  Produce  in 
Boone,   Nebr.,   said   that  they  see  now 
that  the  U.S.   Department  of  Agricul- 
ture, instead  of  sending  the  various  car- 
tons that  they  used  to  send  each  year 
by  way  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  now 
sends  the  packages  by  the  United  Parcel 
Service.  They  asked  them  to  explain. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  all  of  these  letters,  this  entire 
transcript,  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Meridith's   Produce,   Inc., 
Boone,  Nebr.,  July  30,  1976. 
Kenneth  "Chic"  Jennings, 
President,  National  League  of  Postmasters, 
Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Chic:  Enclosed  are  some  copies  of 
letters  for  your  information. 

Copies  of  my  letter,  Senator  Dworak's 
letter,  and  the  one  from  the  Nebraska  Dept. 
of  Animal  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service 
went  to  each  Senator  listed  on  the  News 
release  of  June  2nd. 

I  sincerely  trust  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  will  attempt  to  retrieve  some  of  their 
lost  business  and  revenue.  This  should  be 
their  prime  concern,  rather  than  reducing 
services  and  closing  post  offices. 

A  copy  of  these  letters,  less  the  one  to  the 
senators,  was  sent  to  the  Sectional  Center 
Manager  in  Lincoln. 

I  am  sure  the  Sectional  Center  Manager 
in  Lincoln  was  not  aware  of  the  loss  of 
revenue. 

Sincerely, 

Earl   Meridith. 

Meridith's   Produce,   Inc., 
Boone,  Nebr.,  July  9,  1976. 
State  of  Nebraska, 

Department  of  Agriculture,  Bureau  of  Animal 
Industry,  State  Capitol,  Lincoln,  Nebr. 


Gentlemen:  A  few  days  ago  we  received 
from  the  Agriculture  Department  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  a  package  of  milk  sample 
Jars. 

For  years  we  have  been  receiving  such 
packages  by  United  States  Postal  Service. 
However,  this  package  was  delivered  by 
United  Parcel  Service. 

It  is  hard  for  one  to  understand  that  a 
government  agency  would  use  a  private  car- 
rier (United  Parcel  Service)  that  is  in  com- 
petition to  the  United  States  Postal  Service. 

An  explanation  would  be  appreciated. 
Sincerely, 

Earl  Meridith, 

Owner. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  In- 
spection Service, 

Lincoln,  Nebr.,  July  22,  1976. 
Mr.  Earl  Meridith, 
Meridith's  Produce,  Inc., 
Boone,  Nebr. 

Dear  Mr.  Meridith:  Thank  you  for  your 
recent  letter  expressing  concern  that  our 
latest  method  of  shipping  milk  sample  col- 
lection bottles  was  by  other  than  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances  we  would 
probably  continue  to  tise  the  services  of  the 
government  agency  for  shipping  packages. 
However,  problems  with  the  Postal  Service 
combined  with  a  projected  increase  of  $2 
million  to  $2.5  million  if  APHIS  continued 
to  use  this  method  of  shipping  this  year  was 
sufficient  reason  to  seek  other  alternatives. 
Our  Management  Improvement  Division  de- 
veloped a  Cost  Analysis  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  versus  United  Parcel  Service  that  in- 
dicated Veterinary  Services  could  realize  a 
savings  of  over  $14,000  a  week  by  using 
United  Parcel  Service  nationwide  for  the 
shipping  of  packages. 

The  projected  savings  is  being  tested  for  a 
three  month  period  to  be  followed  by  a  re- 
evaluation  of  the  original  Cost  Analysis.  If 
the  original  estimates  are  supported  through 
an  actual  savings,  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  use  of  UPS  will  be  expanded  even 
further.  As  a  fellow  taxpayer,  I  am  certain 
that  you  have  appreciation  for  any  and  all 
attempts  to  reduce  government  operating 
costs. 

We  appreciate  and  share  your  concern  and 
thank  you  for  writing. 
Sincerely, 

Ina  May  Rouse, 
Program  Analyst. 

Lincoln,  Nebr., 

July  28,  1976. 
Mr.  Earl  Meridtth, 
Boone,  Nebr. 

Dear  Earl:  Thank  you  for  sending  me  a 
copy  of  your  July  9  letter  to  the  Nebraska 
Department  of  Agriculture.  I've  also  received 
their  reply.  It  certainly  is  good  when  citizens 
constantly  question  actions  of  governmental 
agencies.  I  did  feel  the  reply  was  specific  and 
that  there  probably  is  some  justification  in 
the  shifting  of  the  service  from  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  to  the  United  Parcel 
Service  on  a  trial  basis. 

Please  keep  me  informed  if  you  are  to  pur- 
sue this  further. 

Best  regards, 

Senator  Donald  N.  Dworak. 
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July  30,  1976. 
Hon.  Robert  J.  Dole, 
Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  sincerely  trust  that  you 
or  one  of  your  top  aides  would  take  the  time 
to  digest  the  information  in  the  enclosed 
letters. 

My  personal  thinking  is  that  Senator 
McGee's  bill  alone  without  amendments  to 
it,  cutting  postal  services  and  closing  post 
offices  will  not  solve  the  problems  of  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  until  top  man- 
agement takes  a  long  look  toward  their 
competitor. 

If  the  statement  made  by  the  Nebraska 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service 
Is  correct,  and  I  presume  it  is,  and  if  we 
agree  their  saving  is  10%  then  the  total 
amount  that  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  losing  from  this  one  department  would 
be  $1,400,000  annually. 

This,  bear  in  mind,  is  only  one  department, 
and  could  be  multiplied  many  times  over, 
considering  the  various  agencies  each  state 
has. 

I  trust  you  and  your  committee  will  con- 
sider some  tyoe  of  action. 
Sincerely, 

Earl  Meridith. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  says: 

Dear  Mr.  Meridith:  Thank  you  for  your 
recent  letter  expressing  concern  that  our 
latest  method  of  shipping  milk  sample  col- 
lection bottles  was  by  other  than,  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances  we  would 
probably  continue  to  use  the  services  of  the 
government  agency  for  shipping  packages. 
However,  problems  with  the  Postal  s Service 
combined  with  a  projected  increase  of  $2 
million  to  $2.5  million  if  APHIS  continued  to 
use  this  method  of  shipping  this  year  was 
sufficient  reason  to  seek  other  alternatives. 
Our  management  Improvement  Division  de- 
veloped a  Cost  Analysis  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  versus  United  Parcel  Service  max,  in- 
dicated Veterinary  Services  could  realize  a 
savings  of  over  $14,000  a  week  by  using 
United  Parcel  Service  nationwide  for  the 
shipping  of  packages. 

The  rest  of  the  letter  is  self-explana- 
tory. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  and  the  way  they  cast  their 
vote  on  the  Postal  Service.  Our  dis- 
tinguished friend  has  two  hats.  He 
chairs  our  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  and  the  Agricultural  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  says  that  for  milk 
sample  collection  bottles,  we  are  going 
to  quit  using  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  and 
use  the  United  Parcel  Service  because  of 
the  great  savings  in  money.  This  is  a 
Government  agency.  We  are  going  to 
have  a  bill  in  here,  not  only  substitute 
for  the  billions  of  dollars,  the  $8  billion 
in  the  hole  for  the  last  5-  to  6 -years 
operation,  but  now  we  are  going  to  have 
to  pass  a  law  requiring  all  the  other 
Government  agencies  to  keep  this  thing 


afloat  and  continue  to  use  it.  This  prac- 
tice is  going  to  become  more  and  more 
widespread. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  that  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

TIME    LIMITATION    AGREEMENT 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
a  time  limitation  on  the  amendment  by 
Mr.  Hollings,  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  of  4  hours  to  be- 
gin running  tomorrow  morning  at  10 
o'clock,  with  time  to  be  equally  divided 
between  Mr.  McGee  and  Mr.  Hollings; 
provided  further,  that  no  amendments 
to  the  substitute  be  in  order;  and,  pro- 
vided further,  that  the  vote  occur  at  no 
later  than  2  p.m.  tomorrow,  and  that  the 
vote  occur  on  the  amendment  up  or  down 
with  no  tabling  motion  being  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HELMS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  where  does  my  protection  come 
in? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Yes.  Provided 
further — and  I  apologize  to  and  thank 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Helms) — provided  further,  that  regard- 
less of  the  outcome  of  the  vote  on  the 
substitute  by  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Helms 
be  recognized  following  that  vote  to  call 
up  two  amendments,  and  that  there  be 
a  time  limitation  on  each  of  the  two 
amendments  of  30  minutes  to  be  equally 
divided  between  Mi'.  Helms  and  Mr. 
McGee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thirty 
minutes  on  each  amendment? 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Thirty  min- 
utes on  each  amendment. 

The  PKEaiunMLi  ujwiujuk.  is  mere 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  President, 
if  the  Senator  will  indulge  me  for  just 
1  additional  minute,  Mr.  President,  I 
have  asked  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  about  this  request,  but  I  had 
forgotten  that  Senator  Dole,  who  has  to 
fulfill  an  engagement  tomorrow  after- 
noon, wants  to  offer  two  amendments 
immediately  upon  the  conclusion  of  the 
vote  on  the  substitute  by  Mr.  Hollings, 
and  Mr.  Dole  would  be  willing  to  have 
a  20-minute  limitation  on  each  of  his 
two  amendments,  the  time  to  be  equally 
divided. 
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So  if  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina would  not  object,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  regardless  of 
the  outcome  on  the  votes  of  the  substitute 
by  Mr.  Hollings,  Mr.  Dole  first  be  rec- 
ognized to  call  up  two  amendments  on 
each  of  which  there  be  a  time  limitation 
of  20  minutes  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween Mr.  Dole  and  Mr.  McGee;  and 
that  upon  the  disposititon  of  the  Dole 
amendments  the  Senate  then  proceed  to 
take  up  the  two  amendments  by  Mr. 
Helms,  as  was  previously  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
have,  perhaps,  with  the  failure  of  my 
substitute,  a  couple  of  perfecting  amend- 
ments also.  I  did  not  want  to  mislead^  the 
managers  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Yes.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding. 

The  text  of  the  agreement  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Ordered,  That  on  Tuesday,  August  24, 
1976  at  10:00  a.m.,  when  the  Senate  resumes 
consideration  of  H.R.  8603  (Order  No.  915), 
an  act  to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
with  respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
for  other  purposes,  the  Senate  shall  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  the  amendment  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings), No.  2201,  with  the  time  for  debate 
thereon  to  be  limited  to  4  hours,  to  be  equal- 
ly divided  and  controlled  by  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Holllngs), 
and  with  the  vote  thereon  to  occur  no  later 
than  2:00  p.m.:  Provided,  That  no  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollings)  be  in  order: 
Provided  further.  That  no  motion  to  table 
the  Hollings  amendment  shall  be  in  order. 

Ordered  further,  That  following  the  dis- 
position of  the  Hollings  amendment  regard- 
less of  the  outcome,  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas (Mr.  Dole)  shall  be  recognized  to  call 
up  two  amendments  which  shall  be  con- 
sidered in  order,  on  which  there  shall  be  20 
minutes  each,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr. 
McGee)  and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr. 
Dole  ) . 

Ordered  further,  That  following  the  dis- 
position of  the  Dole  amendments,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Nortlr  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms)  shall 
be  recognized  to  call  up  two  amendments 
which  shall  be  considered  in  order,  on  which 
there  shall  be  30  minutes  each,  to  be  equal- 
ly divided  and  controlled  by  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms). 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous    consent   that    the    Senator 

from  Illinois  (Mr.  Stevenson)  ,  the  Sen- 
ators from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Abourezk 
and  Mr.  McGovern)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  (Mr.  Cannon),  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  (Mr.  Hatfield),  the  Senator 
from  Maine  (Mr.  Hathaway)  ,  and  the 
Senator       from       Connecticut        'Mr. 


Weicker)   be  included  as  cosponsors  oi 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Various  Senators 
have  stated  that  they  would  like  to  vote 
for  our  amendment  to  H.R.  8603  but 
they  are  fearful  that  submitting  the 
postal  budget  to  annual  congressional 
authorization  would  destroy  collective 
bargaining.  Let  us  look  at  the  intent, 
at  the  law,  and  at  the  fact, 

The  intent. — Under  section  5  of  our 
substitute,  amendment  2143,  it  clearly 
states: 

Nothing  contained  herein  shall  be  con- 
strued to  impair  the  obligation  of  employ- 
ment contracts  that  the  Postal  Service  has 
mtered  into  with  its  employees,  and  noth- 
ing contained  herein  shall  be  constrxied  to 
.mpair  the  authority  of  the  Postal  Service 
to  collectively  bargain  employment  con- 
tracts with  its  employees  as  provided  in  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act. 

The  law. — Constitutionally,  the  Con- 
gress— even  if  it  wanted  to — could  not 
come  in  now  and  impair  the  obligation  of 
the  contract  between  the  Postal  Service 
and  its  employees. 

The  fact. — In  fact,  there  is  one  way 
to  impair  the  obligation  of  the  contract 
and  that  is  to  not  give  them  any  money. 
There  is  no  obligation  for  the  Congress 
to  appropriate  moneys  but  realizing  a 
responsibility  that  the  people  expect  of 
us,  our  substitute  amendment  appro- 
priates $1  billion  which  is  contemplated 
by  the  budget  resolution.  Ironically,  the 
very  instrument  that  will  prevent  the 
obligation  from  being  impaired  is  being 
charged  with  impairment. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  con- 
gressional review  of  the  budget  in  the 
future  will  bring  congressional  review 
of  all  facets  of  postal  service  including 
the  employment  contract.  It  is  not  the 
intent  of  the  authors  to  disturb  this  col- 
lective bargaining  process  and  it  is  our 
intent  to  rely  on  the  provision  of  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  that  required 
comparability  for  Postal  Service  em- 
ployees. However,  there  are  no  guaran- 
tees on  what  the  present  Congress  or  a 
future  Congress  do.  Both  present  and 
future  Congresses  could  refuse  funds  and 
the  Postal  Service  would  have  to  increase 
its  borrowing,  adjust  its  service  or  ask  for 
an  increase  in  rates.  That  is  the  fact  to- 
day. That  is  the  law  today.  And  the  pres- 
ent amendment  does  not  change  this  one 
iota.  Admittedly,  a  contract  in  the  future 
could  call  for  a  7 -percent  pay  increase 
while  Congress  was  only  awarding  a  5- 
percent  increase  to  other  Federal  employ- 
ees. But  this  is  what  we  are  presently 
faced  with.  Presumably,  all  Federal  em- 
ployees will  be  receiving  a  5-percent  pay 
increase  October  1  but  the  present  postal 
contract  calls  for  an  8.23 -percent  in- 
crease. Our  $1  million  substitute  amend- 
ment is  to  allow  amongst  other  things  the 
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payment  of  this  8.23 -percent  increase. 
What  a  Congress  will  do  in  the  future  can 
best  be  told  by  what  a  Congress  has  done. 

The  cry  that  annual  authorization 
would  give  Congress  a  veto  power  over 
negotiated  contracts  is  begging  the  ques- 
tion. We  have  that  power  now  and  can 
exercise  it  simply  by  not  appropriating 
the  funds  requested  by  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. 

Finally,  Senators  crying  in  fear  that 
a  postal  contract  -in  the  future  be  im- 
paired should  be  more  careful  that  our 
contract  not  be  impaired.  We  have  a 
contract  with  the  people  to  stop,  look 
and  listen.  As  we  stop  and  look  and  lis- 
ten our  policy  of  benign  neglect  seems 
outrageous.  Most  assuredly,  we  cannot 
continue  giving  billions  without  over- 
sight and  to  ask  us  to  forego  oversight 
any  longer  is  nothing  less  than  a  request 
that  we  impair  the  obligation  of  our  con- 
tract with  the  people. 

The  morale  of  the  postal  workers  is 
down.  Their  jobs  are  threatened  by  poor 
management  and  a  decline  in  mail  vol- 
ume. The  best  job  security  for  them  is 
our  amendment  to  reestablish  trust  in 
the  Postal  Service. 

I  now  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  the  Holl- 
ings  substitute  makes  radical  revisions 
in  the  organization  of  the  Postal  Service 
and  its  relationship  with  the  Congress. 
Perhaps  the  most  radical  is  the  provision 
that  all  revenues  and  fees  collected  by 
the  Postal  Service  would  be  deposited  in 
the  Treasury  and  that  total  Postal  Serv- 
ice operating  expenses — amounting  to 
some  $15.4  billion — would  have  to  be  ap- 
propriated by  the  Congress.  This  ar- 
rangement totally  deprives  the  Postal 
Service  of  its  fiscal  autonomy  and  makes 
it  the  creature  of  a  Congress  which  his- 
tory shows  can  be  capricious  as  regards 
the  Postal  Service.  This  provision  alone 
blunts  the  thrust  of  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act  and  brings  back  the  days 
when  the  Postal  Service  was  misman- 
aged by  a  committee  of  535  Members 
of  Congress. 

Such  a  radical  revision  of  the  careful 
work  which  went  into  the  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  will,  if  enacted,  be  vetoed.  H.R. 
8603  is  a  compromise  measure  worked 
out  among  the  majority  and  minority 
leadership  of  the  committee,  representa- 
tives of  the  administration  and  members 
of  the  leadership  of  the  House  com- 
mittee. The  President  has  repeatedly 
made  it  clear  that  he  intends  to  veto  any 
legislation  making  substantive  changes 
in  the  Reorganization  Act  prior  to  receipt 
of  the  report  of  the  study  commission 
established  by  H.R.  8603.  Our  batting 
average  on  overriding  vetoes  is  not  good. 
Accordingly,  Senate  passage  of  the 
Hollings  substitute  would  in  reality  be 


a  vote  for  no  legislation  at  all,  and  kill- 
ing H.R.  8603  would  constitute  an  avoid- 
ance of  our  responsibility  to  act  in  the 
public  interest.  The  death  of  H.R.  8603 
would  be  disastrous  for  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, in  view  of  its  financial  crisis. 

The  Hollings  substitute  if  enacted 
could  result  in  a  payless  payday  for  the 
Postal  Service  next  summer.  The  meas- 
ure authorizes  $1  billion  for  Postal  Serv- 
ice use  in  1977,  but  it  effectively  chokes 
off  the  authority  of  the  Postal  Service 
to  borrow  for  operating  expenses  and  it 
imposes  a  moratorium  on  rate  increases 
lasting  for  about  a  year — thus  depriving 
the  Postal  Service  of  substantial  sums 
it  needs  to  meet  its  payroll  and  other 
expenses.  The  operating  deficit  for  the 
transitional  quarter  and  fiscal  year  1977 
is  approximately  $1.5  billion.  These  fig- 
ures tell  the  story.  The  Hollings  substi- 
tute, giving  too  little,  taking  away  too 
much,  could  wreck  the  Postal  Service  fi- 
nancially and  do  it  soon. 

Annual  appropriation  of  postal  funds 
would  create  a  nightmare-  of  uncertainty 
in  postal  budgeting  and  ratemaking.  The 
level  of  postal  income  would  become  an 
unknown  because  Congress'  intentions 
would  be  unpredictable.  This  uncertainty 
would  result  in  distorted  postal  rate- 
making,  because  without  a  firm  starting 
place,  postal  rate  proceedings  could  set 
rates  too  high  or  too  low. 

In  such  an  atmosphere  of  uncertainty, 
orderly  postal  budgeting  would  be  impos- 
sible. The  Postal  Service  would  be  unable 
to  enter  into  good-faith  collective  bar- 
gaining if  no  one  knew  how  much  the 
Congress  would  be  willing  to  appropriate. 
Congress  might  either  provide  or  disallow 
funds  for  pay  and  benefits  negotiated  at 
the  bargaining  table.  It  is  no  wonder  that 
the  Federal  employee  groups  fear  and 
oppose  the  Hollings  substitute. 

Every  cent  of  postal  revenues  is  needed 
for  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service. 
The  Hollings  proposal  would  jeopardize 
funds  for  services  which  everyone  agrees 
are  needed.  It  would  do  this  by  requiring 
the  Postal  Service  to  compete  annually 
with  every  other  Federal  agency  for 
funds  within  the  total  budget.  We  know 
from  experience  with  the  old  Post  Office 
Department  that  chronic  underfunding 
is  the  inevitable  result  of  this  competi- 
tion. 

The  overriding  question  raised  by  the 
Hollings  amendment  is  whether,  as  a 
matter  of  public  policy,  the  Congress 
should  drive  up  Federal  spending  by  re- 
quiring an  annual  appropriation  of  the 
whole  postal  operating  budget — $15.4  bil- 
lion in  fiscal  year  1977.  Such  an  arrange- 
ment could  increase  the  total  obligation 
of  the  Federal  Government  by  as  much 
as  $4.5  billion  if  the  accumulated  operat- 
ing deficit  of  the  Postal  Service  became 
an  obligation  of  the  Government. 

One  of  the  primary  purposes  of  the 
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Postal  Reorganization  Act  was  to  remove 
partisan  politics  from  the  Post  Office  De- 
partment. As  part  of  this  corrective  ac- 
tion, the  Congress  removed  the  Presi- 
dent's authority  to  appoint  top  Postal 
Service  executives.  The  Congress  pro- 
vided that  the  Postmaster  General  and 
his  top  associates  would  be  appointed  by. 
and  would  be  responsible  to,  a  bipartisan 
Board  of  Governors,  who  were  charged 
with  representing  the  interests  of  the 
American  people  generally. 

The  Hollings  substitute  provides  for 
Presidential  appointment  and  Senate 
confirmation  of  the  Postmaster  General 
and  Deputy  Postmaster  General  and 
abolition  of  the  Board  of  Governors. 
This  arrangement  would  tear  down  bar- 
riers carefully  erected  to  prevent  partisan 
manipulation  of  the  Postal  Service.  The 
temptations  faced  by  a  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral appointed  by  and  serving  at  the  will 
of  a  President  would  be  formidable.  He 
would  be  tempted  to  give  priority  to  the 
political  obligations  of  that  President  in 
his  selection  of  new  facility  sites,  in  his 
appointments  to  key  positions  within  the 
Postal  Service,  possibly  even  in  his  stance 
on  issues  arising  out  of  collective  bar- 
gaining. 

Protecting  the  public  interest  and 
achieving  economy  and  efficiency  in  pos- 
tal operations  could  become  subordinated 
to  a  Presidentially  appointed  Postmaster 
General's  primary  goal  of  furthering 
administration  policy.  Again,  here  is  an 
effort  to  strip  away  Postal  Service  auton- 
omy— and  as  autonomy  is  removed  the 
chances  of  achieving  real  efficiency  are 
diminished. 

The  abolition  of  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors removes  any  assurance  that  the 
public  interest  shall  be  the  primary  con- 
sideration in  the  appointment  of  the 
Postmaster  General  and  his  deputy.  Fur- 
ther, without  the  Board  to  review  its 
recommended  decisions,  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  would  become  the  final 
arbiter  in  the  setting  of  rates.  This  would 
leave  the  Postal  Service  with  no  recourse 
from  Postal  Rate  Commission  decisions — 
even  decisions  that  produced  insufficient 
revenues  or  provided  uneconomic  distor- 
tions in  the  classification  system.  We 
have  come  to  expect  good  recommended 
decisions  from  the  Commission.  Never- 
theless, the  Postal  Service  needs  and 
ought  to  have  the  right  to  reject  such  de- 
cisions. It  would  have  no  such  right  if 
the  Board  of  Governors  were  abolished, 
as  the  Hollings  substitute  proposes  to  do. 

The  Hollings  provision  on  borrowing 
would  sharply  curtail  the  authority  of 
the  Postal  Service  to  manage  its  fiscal 
affairs.  It  would  allow  the  Postal  Service 
to  borrow  up  to  $500  million  for  operat- 
ing expenses  in  any  one  fiscal  year,  but 
would  require  that  the  borrowing  be  paid 
back  within  the  same  fiscal  year.  Under 


current  law,  the  Postal  Service  may  bor- 
row for  operating  expenses  overtime  pe- 
riods most  favorable  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. Sometimes  loans  are  made  for  one 
year;  sometimes  for  longer  periods,  de- 
pending upon  the  Postal  Service's  own 
assessment  of  its  cash  flow  and  ability  to 
repay  at  the  end  of  varying  periods  of 
time.  The  Hollings  borrowing  provision 
is  restrictive  and  arbitrary,  placing  un- 
reasonable limits  on  the  Postal  Service's 
financial  planning. 

Mr.  President,  the  overriding  reason 
for  defeating  the  Hollings  substitute  is 
that,  if  it  is  enacted,  it  will  be  vetoed. 
Thus,  nothing  will  have  been  done  to 
solve  today's  real  and  pressing  postal 
problems.  Beyond  that,  the  Hollings 
amendments  would,  in  my  view,  place  the 
Postal  Service  in  a  position  less  favorable 
to  the  accomplishment  of  its  goals  than 
the  one  it  occupied  before  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act.  The  system  pro- 
posed by  the  Hollings  substitute  simply 
will  not  work;  it  would  require  early  cor- 
rective legislation.  H.R.  8603,  on  the 
other  hand,  leads  us  through  the  current 
financial  thicket  and  points  the  way  to 
informed  fine-tuning  legislation  under 
+he  next  President. 

ADDITIONAL    STATEMENTS    SUBMITTED 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  committee  bill,  H.R.  8603, 
with    mixed    feelings.    Immediate    pas- 
sage of  this  bill  is  necessary  to  the  stabil- 
ity of  the  Postal  Service,  but  I  regret  that 
such  a  measure  is  necessary  at  all. 

I  voted  for  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970  in  the  hope  that  it  would  cor- 
rect the  problems  of  the  postal  system 
and  improve  its  efficiency.  Based  on  my 
own  experience  of  25  years  in  private  in- 
dustry, I  was  encouraged  by  the  act's 
establishment  of  a  management  struc- 
ture patterned  on  the  corporate  form, 
with  a  Board  of  Governors  determining 
policy  and  the  Postmaster  General  as 
chief  management  official,  together  re- 
sponsible for  operating  the  Postal  Service 
in  a  business-like  fashion.  The  USPS 
was  to  pay  its  own  way,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  a  small  subsidy  to  be  appropri- 
ated annually  by  the  Congress  to  pay  for 
the  so-called  "public  service"  function  of 
the  Service. 

Mr.  President,  by  no  stretch  of  the 
imagination  is  the  additional  $1  billion 
we  are  considering  here  today  a  "small" 
subsidy.  By  no  stretch  of  the  imagina- 
tion is  the  Postal  Service  close  to  paying 
its  own  way,  nor  is  the  American  public 
close  to  being  satisfied  with  the  quality 
of  its  performance — my  own  mail  from 
Illinois  indicates  that  public  patience  is 
wearing  thin.  Six  years  after  the  estab- 
lishment of' the  Postal  Service,  we  are 
still  waiting  for  our  expectations  to  be 
realized.    By    creating    an    independent 
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postal  operation,  we  have  by  no  means 
forfeited  our  right  to  demand  efficient 
mail  service. 

There  are  countless,  legitimate  com- 
plaints about  lost  or  delayed  mail  and 
damaged  packages.  Expensive  machinery 
fails  to  work  while  clearly  marked  let- 
ters are  sent  to  the  wrong  city.  The  im- 
mense volume  of  mail — 89  billion  pieces 
in  1975  alone — makes  a  large  number  of 
mistakes  inevitable  in  many  cases. 

We  cannot,  however,  lay  all  the  blame 
at  the  feet  of  bad  management  and 
leave  it  at  that.  As  popular  as  it  is  in 
an  election  year  to  knock  the  Postal 
Service,  it  is  nonetheless  unfair  to  say 
that  the  system  established  in  1970  is 
no  good.  Certainly,  two  of  the  most  sig- 
nificant setbacks  to  Postal  Service  finan- 
cial stability  were  beyond  the  ability  of 
even  the  most  enlightened  management 
to  rise  above: 

One.  the  inflation  of  the  mid-1970's 
and  its  two  aggravating  component  fac- 
tors— the  increased  price  of  energy, 
which  has  direct  impact  on  the  cost  of  a 
transportation  system  intrinsic  to  mail 
delivery;  and  the  cost  of  labor,  repre- 
senting 86  percent  of  total  postal  ex- 
penses, increased  by  an  automatic  cost- 
of-living  escalator  tied  to  the  Consumer 
Price  Index,  and 

Two.  The  concomitant  recession 
which  caused,  for  the  first  time  since 
World  War  II,  a  decline  in  mail  volume 
as  businesses  turned  to  less  costly  com- 
munications alternatives.  For  the  USPS, 
volume  declined  but  costs  continued  to 
rise. 

The  legislation  before  us,  as  reported  by 
the  Post  Office  Committee,  is  designed 
to  meet  the  urgent  financial  needs  cre- 
ated in  part  by  the  circumstances  I  have 
already  mentioned.  More  importantly,  it 
provides  a  vehicle  in  the  form  of  a  study 
commission  for  immediately  determining 
the  future  directions  the  Service  must 
take  to  achieve  financial  stability  and 
improvements  in  service.  It  also  protects 
the  consumer,  at  least  temporarily,  from 
arbitrary  cutbacks  in  service,  including 
the  closing  of  small,  rural  post  offices, 
until  an  overall  plan  for  the  economic 
functioning  of  the  Postal  Service  can  be 
developed. 

Several  amendments  will  be  offered 
during  the  debate  which  deal  with 
changes  in  current  procedure  in  the  Pos- 
tal Service  or  which  implement  long- 
range  modifications  in  the  structure  of 
the  American  postal  system.  Because  I 
believe  that  H.R.  8603  should  be  passed 
as  quickly  as  possible  in  order  for  the 
study  commission  to  begin  its  work,  I 
will  vote  against  these  amendments 
without  prejudice  to  their  merit,  with  the 
expectation  that  they  will  be  more  fully 
considered  as  part  of  a  comprehensive 
package  based  on  the  recommendations 
of  the  commission  next  year. 


I  do  plan,  however,  to  support  a  sim- 
ple amendment  relating  to  the  member- 
ship of  the  study  commission,  one  that 
would  assure  that  a  consumer  represent- 
ative is  appointed.  It  is  imperative  that 
the  ordinary  mail  user  be  represented  in 
order  for  the  study  to  be  complete. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  this  bill  is 
necessary,  and  that  the  Treasury  and  the 
taxpayer  shall  have  to  be  burdened  with 
an  additional  $1  billion  subsidy  when  the 
consumer  has  already  borne  the  cost  of 
inflation  to  the  mail  service  by  paying 
increased  first  class  postage  rates  and 
been  frustrated  by  the  prospect  of  less 
service,  not  more,  in  return  for  the  in- 
creased payments.  But,  in  spite  of  the 
problems  of  the  USPS,  the  mail  must  go 
through.  Even  though  the  day-to-day 
business  of  moving  the  mails  has  been 
delegated  to  a  quasi-independent  cor- 
poration, the  ultimate  responsibility  lies 
with  the  Federal  Government. 

The  Post  Office  Committee  has  come 
up  with  a  measure  as  reasonable  and 
workable  as  possible  under  the  circum- 
stances and  I  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  and  members  of  the  commit- 
tee for  their  diligent  efforts.  I  understand 
that  it  has  been  carefully  worked  out 
among  all  those  who  have  a  commitment 
to  the  stability  of  the  Postal  Service  and 
I  give  it  my  own  support  in  the  hope  that 
no  such  future  assistance  will  be  neces- 
sary. 

I  will  vote  for  this  measure  with  the 
expectation  that  the  study  commission 
will  come  up  with  solid  answers  and  rec- 
ommendations and  that  the  congression- 
al committees  involved  will  give  them  the 
highest  priority.  The  Congress  and  the 
American  people  deserve '  to  know  as 
quickly  as  possible : 

Whether  or  not  the  basic  concept  of 
an  independent  Postal  Service,  as  we  en- 
visioned it  in  1970,  is  still  valid; 

Whether  or  not  there  are  alternatives 
or  supplements  to  the  present  system 
capable  of  providing  an  expanded  variety 
of  services  to  the  consumer  without  un- 
due cost  increases  or  cutbacks  in  other 
areas;  and 

Whether  or  not  we  have  become  accus- 
tomed to  postal  service  we  can  no  longer 
afford  in  today's  world 

Armed  with  that  knowledge,  we  can 
make  the  right  decisions  for  the  future 
and  determine  whether  we  can  continue 
to  maintain  our  mail  service  as  it  was 
portrayed  by  the  great  19th  century  ora- 
tor. Edward  Everett: 

When  I  contemplate  the  extent  to  which 
the  moral  sentiments,  the  intelligence,  the 
affections  of  so  many  millions  of  people — 
sealed  up  by  a  sacred  charm  within  the  cover 
of  a  letter— daily  circulate  through  a  coun- 
try, I  am  compelled  to  regard  the  Post-office 
...  as  the  right  arm  of  o\ir  modem  civili- 
sation. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  the  91st 
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Congress  passed  the  most  significant 
piece  of  postal  legislation  in  over  100 
years  with  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
of  1970.  It  was  essential  that  something 
be  done  to  stem  what  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral Lawrence  O'Brien  termed  the  "race 
with  catastrophe"  faced  by  the  old  U.S. 
Post  Office  Department. 

To  meet  that  problem,  the  Congress,  on 
the  recommendation  of  a  special  postal 
commission,  and  after  exhaustive  hear- 
ings, established  the  independent  U.S. 
Postal  Service.  The  basic  objective  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  was  to  provide  qual- 
ity mail  service  at  reasonable  and  equita- 
ble rates  to  attain  financial  self-suffi- 
ciency by  1984,  and  at  the  same  time  pro- 
vide fair  compensation  and  fair  treat- 
ment of  postal  employees.  We  all  had 
high  hopes  that  with  the  application  of 
modern  business  methods  and  the  elim- 
ination of  partisan  politics  in  the  Postal 
Service,  these  goals  could  be  attained. 
The  very  fact  that  we  are  now  debating 
HJR.  8603,  the  first  major  piece  of  postal 
legislation  since  1970,  is  evident  that 
these  hopes  have  not  been  realized.  The 
fact  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  in 
grave  financial  straits  is  not  debatable. 

There  are  some  who  maintain  that 
the  financial  plight  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  is  the  result  of  an  inherent 
structural  weakness  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service,  and  therefore  we  should  take 
this  opportunity  to  significantly  alter  its 
structure.  I  do  not  agree.  I  want  to  re- 
mind my  colleagues  that  when  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  was  conceived  it  replaced 
an  organization  which  included  a  man- 
agement system  that  rendered  impotent 
those  in  positions  of  responsibility,  it  in- 
herited an  antiquated  physical  plan  in- 
capable of  handling  the  ever-increasing 
volume  of  mail,  it  experienced  a  lack  of 
mechanization  necessitating  vast  armies 
of  people  to  move  the  mail,  and  its  work 
force  suffered  from  poor  pay,  poor  work- 
ing conditions,  poor  career  opportunity, 
and  poor  morale. 

Turning  around  an  organization 
which  operates  40,000  offices,  stations 
and  branches,  delivers  and  processes  al- 
most 90  billion  pieces  of  mail  yearly  to 
well  over  70,000  delivery  points,  employs 
700,000  individuals,  uses  almost  a  quar- 
ter of  a  million  vehicles  on  a  budget  of 
over  $15  billion  is  not  an  easy  task. 
Postal  management  has  had  over  5  years 
to  accomplish  this  feat,  but  the  prior  or- 
ganization had  195  years  of  existence. 
Despite  the  magnitude  of  the  past  prob- 
lems and  the  size  of  the  organization  re- 
quiring the  turnaround,  we  were  opti- 
mistic and  expected,  indeed  provided  in 
the  law,  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
would  break  even  financially  and  thus 
would  no  longer  be  a  burden  to  the  tax- 
payers of  this  Nation.  That  forecast  does 
not  now  look  bright,  for  an  unfunny 


thing  happened  on  the  way  to  financial 
independence — double  digit  inflation. 

This  inflation,  caused  in  great  part  by 
the  increase  in  oil  prices,  ate  up  postal 
revenues  at  an  unprecedented  rate. 

The  cost  of  living  increases  for  postal 
workers  alone  have  cost  the  USPS  al- 
most $1  billion  in  the  past  2  years.  For 
each  1  cent  increase  in  the  price  of  a 
gallon  of  gasoline,  $3.5  million  in  direct 
costs  per  year  is  added  to  the  budget  of 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

This  double  digit  inflation  necessitated 
increasing  postal  rates.  These  rate  in- 
creases, coupled  with  a  down-turn  in 
business  activities,  have  resulted  in  a 
decreasing  mail  volume  for  the  first  time 
since  the  1930's.  The  increase  in  cost  and 
the  decrease  in  volume  has  again  neces- 
sitated the  need  for  further  rate  in- 
creases. This  is  a  vicious  cycle  one  which 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  cannot  live  with 
nor  can  the  American  public  accept.  And 
I  am  confident  that  the  American  public 
will  not  allow  it  to  continue.  The  bill  we 
are  discussing  today,  H.R.  8603,  will  help 
break  that  cycle. 

It  is  the  financial  picture  of  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  that  is  the  prime  concern 
of  the  members  of  the  Senate  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  and  it  is 
the  main  thrust  of  this  bill.  In  1972,  the 
Postal  Service  deficit  was  $175  million. 
In  1975,  it  was  $989  million  for  a  cumu- 
lative deficit  of  $1.6  billion.  The  future 
financial  picture  looks  even  bleaker.  A 
deficit  of  $1.5  billion  was  estimated  for 
fiscal  year  1976  and  a  $1,055,000  short- 
fall is  expected  for  fiscal  year  1977.  In 
1971,  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  had  assets 
of  $3.4  billion.  It  will  have  a  negative 
equity  of  $2.8  billion  by  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1977.  This  is  an  accumulative  oper- 
ating deficit  of  $4.5  billion.  If  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  was  in  fact  a  private  busi- 
ness, it  would  be  bankrupt. 

Somehow  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  must 
meet  this  financial  crunch.  It  mast  put 
its  financial  picture  in  order.  It  can  do 
it  alone  in  a  number  of  ways,  none  of 
which  would  be  pleasant.  Some,  however, 
are  more  unpleasant  than  others.  For 
example,  the  Postal  Service  could  in- 
crease postal  rates  to  meet  its  financial 
needs.  The  postal  rates  have  already  in- 
creased 30  percent  since  August  of  1974. 
When  one  considers  that  Sweden  and 
Switzerland  have  each  raised  their  postal 
rates  33  percent  and  the  Netherlands  37 
percent,  France  60  percent,  England  89 
percent,  Japan  150  percent,  and  Aus- 
tralia 157  percent  in  the  same  time 
period,  the  30  percent  increase  does  not 
seem  all  that  out  of  line. 

But  I  am  not  convinced  that  every 
American  is  going  to  look  at  an  increase 
in  those  terms.  The  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  of  1970  stresses  that  postal  rates 
should  be  reasonable.   Increased  postal 
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rates  alone  will  not  answer  the  financial 
plight  of  the  Postal  Service,  and  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  public  will  accept  the 
prospect  of  a  34  cents  postage  stamp  for  a 
first  class  letter,  which  according  to  the 
General  Accounting  Office  would  be 
necessary  by  1984  to  solve  the  current 
financial  crunch  and  allow  the  Postal 
Service  to  be  financially  self-sufficient. 

A  second  possible  solution  to  the  fi- 
nancial problems  of  the  Postal  Service  is 
to  cut  operating  costs,  and  therefore  cut 
services.  There  have  been  suggestions 
that  Saturday  mail  delivery  be  elim- 
inated, that  in  fact  mail  could  be  de- 
livered 3  days  per  week  in  the  larger 
populated  areas  and  2  days  per  week  in 
the  rural  areas.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  12,000  post  offices,  stations,  and 
branch  offices  be  closed  or  consolidated. 
It  has  also  been  suggested  that  the  door- 
to-door  delivery  service  now  enjoyed  by 
many  Americans  be  eliminated  and  be 
replaced  by  curb-side  or  corner  cluster 
boxes. 

Even  with  these  drastic  service  cut- 
backs, it  is  questionable  whether  or  not 
the  Postal  Service  would  save  enough  to 
wipe  out  this  year's  deficit.  There  is  no 
doubt,  however,  that  these  cost-cutting 
measures  would  be  unacceptable  to  the 
American  public,  and  they  are  certainly 
unacceptable  to  me.  There  is  no  question 
that  such  cutbacks  would  be  contrary  to 
the  intent  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970. 

A  third  choice  available  without  H.R. 
8603  would  be  a  combination  of  one  and 
two,  raising  rates  and  effecting  cost-cut- 
ting measures.  Yet  I  am  not  even  sure 
moderate  rate  increases  coupled  with 
moderate  service  cuts  would  be  accepta- 
ble to  the  American  public.  The  prospect 
of  raising  postal  rates  to  any  significant 
degree  is  a  chilling  one.  Recent  experi- 
ence has  shown  that  further  rate  in- 
creases could  affect  mail  volume,  and 
postal  rate  increases  have  already  af- 
fected mail  volume.  Even  though  there 
is  no  consensus  regarding  the  elasticity 
or  inelasticity  of  demand  for  postal  serv- 
ices, mail  volume  did  fall  in  fiscal  year 
1975  for  the  first  time  in  modern  history. 
In  his  1975  report,  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral stated  that:  "This  development  de- 
mands attention — we  are  aware  that 
postage  rates  may  be  reaching  a  point 
where  price  is  causing  mail  users  to  in- 
crease their  use  of  competitive  means  of 
distribution  or  electronic  communica- 
tions." , 

The  whole  question  of  electronic  com- 
munications and  technological  advance- 
ment is  of  particular  concern  to  me  and 
is  critical  to  Members  of  Congress  who 
represent  rural  constituents.  If  rural 
America  is  dependent  upon  the  Postal 
Service  and  the  metropolitan  areas  be- 
come dependent  upon  computer  and  tele- 


communications services,  rural  America 
unless  protected  by  a  viable  and  finan- 
cially sound  Postal  Service  could  lose  out 
on  its  ability  to  communicate.  The  urban 
areas  will  be  in  a  position  where  they 
will  more  and  more  refuse  to  accept  the 
postage  stamp/postage  rate  concept  re- 
sulting in  a  total  deterioration  of  exist- 
ing communications  systems  via  the 
postal  systems  for  rural  areas. 

I  intend  to  pursue  this  matter  with 
the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  and 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  to  find  out  just 
what  impact  modern  technological  com- 
munications may  have  on  the  future  of 
the  Postal  Service  and  the  ability  of 
rural  America  to  communicate  on  an 
equal  basis  with  those  in  the  urban  cen- 
ters. 

H.R.  8603  is  a  partial  but  essential 
answer  to  our  current  dilemma.  This 
legislation  addresses  itself  directly  to  the 
three  major  problems  faced  by  the  Post- 
al Service:  forestalling  reduction  of 
service,  slowing  down  higher  postal  rates, 
and  allowing  the  USPS  to  continue  oper- 
ating and,  in  addition,  providing  essen- 
tial information  whereby  we  can  come  to 
grips  with  a  permanent  solution. 

The  bill  authorizes  two  consecutive 
appropriations  in  the  amount  of  $500 
million  each  to  be  applied  against  the 
cumulative  operating  indebtedness  of  the 
Postal  Service.  The  first  appropriation 
would  be  applied  to  the  debt  as  it  exists 
at  the  close  of  this  fiscal  year,  and  the 
second  to  be  applied  against  the  debt  of 
fiscal  year  1977.  This  bill  prohibits  serv- 
ice cuts  during  a  period  beginning  with 
the  appropriation  of  funds  and  ending 
on  February  15  of  next  year.  It  will  allow 
no  postal  rate  increases  during  this  same 
period  although  it  would  allow  the  Postal 
Service  to  propose  postal  rate  increases 
to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

In  addition,  the  bill  does  look  to  the 
future  with  the  hope  of  obtaining  the 
essential  information  we  need  so  that 
Congress  can  assist  the  USPS  find  a  per- 
manent solution  to  its  problems. 

The  bill  establishes  a  12 -member  Com- 
mission on  Postal  Service  to  identify  and 
study  the  problems  facing  the  Postal 
Service  and  recommend  action  which  it 
feels  is  necessary  to  resolve  them.  This 
report  will  be  due  on  or  before  Febru- 
ary 15,  1977. 

The  importance  of  this  "blue-ribbon 
commission"  cannot  be  overstated. 
Among  the  areas  which  it  will  look  into 
is  the  whole  question  of  public  service, 
its  cost,  and  who  should  pay  for  it.  We 
are  aware  that  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
and  its  local  post  offices  perform  many 
functions  which  in  reality  have  nothing 
to  do  with  delivering  the  mail.  No  other 
Federal  agency  touches  the  lives  of  every 
American  every  day  like  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  decs.  For  millions  of  Americans, 
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the  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  the  only  Fed- 
eral agency  with  which  they  come  in  con- 
tact. The  USPS  to  them  is  a  govern- 
mental symbol  and  an  hv.  xrt  of 
the  Federal  Government.  I  Amer- 
ica there  are  hundreds  mds, 
indeed  GAO  maintains  th  12  000, 
of  post  offices  which  in  fact  do  not  need 
to  exist  in  order  for  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  carry  out  its  function  of  delivering 
the  mail.  On  the  Cher  hand,  they  are 
needed  for  economic,  social,  ~ind  cultural 
benefits  of  rural  America.  An  11-year- 
old,  not  from  my  State,  wrote  me  regard- 
ing his  post  office  in  rural  mid- America, 
"I  am  in  the  seventh  grade  and  I  am 
writing  this  letter  for  my  grandpa.* 
Grandpa  is  95  years  eld  and  every  day 
he  walks  to  the  post  office.  The  post- 
master there  helps  him  with  his  bills, 
makes  out  his  money  orders,  and  fixes 
his  money  so  he  would  not  get  it  mixed 
up.  Our  post  office  is  very  imoortant. 
Please  do  not  let  them  take  it  out.  No 
one  here  wants  to  go  on-  a  rural  route. 

Everyone  wants  the  post  office  left 
alone." 

Post  offices  provide  a  public  service 
which  I  do  not  feel  should  be  eliminated. 
These  examples  point  up  the  need  to 
maintain  post  offices  even  when  mail  can 
be  delivered  through  another  method.  It 
is  just  these  kinds  of  questions  which  we 
expect  the  Commission  to  address  and 
report  to  us  just  what  kinds  of  service 
costs  should  be  borne  by  the  postal  users. 
I  expect  the^lue-ribbon  commission  to 
tell  us  next  year,  and  from  there  we  can 
establish  a  more  reasonable  contribution 
to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  from  the  Gen- 
eral Treasury. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  today  is  the 
result  of  exhaustive  hearings,  numerous 
executive  sessions,  and  considerable  in- 
put by  Members  61  Congress,  labor  or- 
ganizations, postal  users,  businesses,  the 
Postal  Service  itself,  and  even  five  prior 
Postmaster  Generals.  Indeed,  the  final 
bill  itself  was  committee  print  No.  8.  In 
addition,  I  am  aware  of  considerable  per- 
sonal negotiations  by  Senators  Gale  Mc- 
Gee  and  Hiram  Fong  with  the  Postmaster 
General,  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  the  President, 
and  the  leadership  in  the  House  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee.  These 
negotiations  as  well  as  all  the  other  in- 
put have  resulted  in  S.  2344  retitled  H.R. 
8603. 

I  am  in  full  support  of  Senator  Mc- 
Gee's  and  Senator  Fong's  position  and 
the  position  of  the  Senate  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  on  this  legisla- 
tion. It  is  essential,  it  is  imperative,  that 
this  bill  be  passed  as  it  is  written.  We 
must  assist  the  Postal  Service  to  meet 
the  financial  crunch  that  it  now  faces. 
If  we  do  not,  I  see  no  alternative  left  for 
the  Postal  Service  but  to  make  drastic 


cuts  in  service,  as  well  as  increased  postal 
rates  which  would  cause  undue  hardship 
and  inconvenience  to  the  entire  country. 
I  know  that  many  of  my  colleagues 
have  amendments  which  they  wish  to  in- 
troduce and  have  accepted  as  part  of 
this  bill.  Indeed  the  original  bill  con- 
sidered by  the  Senate  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  contained 
amendments  I  supported.  However,  we 
cleaned  the  bill  in  an  effort  to  insure  the 
passage  and  signing  into  lav."  of  a  finan- 
cial relief  measure.  I  have  some  amend- 
ments I  would  like  to  introduce,  but  will 
not  because  it  makes  little  sense  to  amend 
the  current  legislation  if  such  amend- 
ments alter  it  significantly  enough  to 
prevent  its  enactment  into  law.  I  am  con- 
vinced that  a  more  appropriate  process 
by  which  my  good  friends  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  may  have  enacted  their  par- 
ticular concerns  is  for  them  to  be  con- 
sidered on  their  own  merits  in  separate 
bills  and  not  cause  the  downfall  of  this 
essential  piece  of  legislation.  I  hope  my 
colleagues  will  refrain  from  introducing 
or  supporting  amendments  to  this  legis- 
lation. 

The  Commission  established  in  this  bill 
mast  report  on  February  15  of  next  year. 
We  will  again  have  the  opportunity  to 
debate  the  postal  question  only  from  a 
more  enlightened  view  for  we  will  have 
the  benefit  of  the  Commission's  findings 
and  opinions.  I  strongly  urge  an  affirma- 
tive vote  on  H.R.  8603  as  it  has  been  re- 
ported by  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate,  at  long  last,  is  scheduled  to  con- 
sider legislation  aimed  at  reforming  our 
National  Postal  System.  This  legisla- 
tion comes  none  too  soon,  because  no 
portion  of  government  generates  greater 
frustration  and  anger  by  the  average 
citizen  than  the  Post  Office. 

Put  simply,  the  American  people  are 
losing  faith  in  the  National  Postal  Sys- 
tem. They  are  tired  of  getting  less  and 
less  service,  yet  paying  more  and  more 
for  that  declining  service. 

Further,  they  know  that  unless 
drastic  action  is  taken  soon,  service  will 
only  get  worse  and  costs  will  only  go 
higher. 

The  Postal  Service  today  is  caught  in 
a  vicious  circle  of  higher  rates  and  de- 
clining volumes.  Since  May,  1971,  when 
the  8-cent  rate  became  effective,  first- 
class  postage  has  increased  63  percent, 
while  over  the  same  period  the  consumer 
price  index  has  increased  at  only  about 
hadf  that  rate,  or  35  percent.  This  rapid 
rise  in  postal  rates  led  last  year  to  a 
net  decline  in  mail  usage  of  800  million 
pieces,  and  this  decline  in  mail  usage  of 
800  million  pieces,  and  this  decline 
promises  to  continue  in  1976. 

This  decline  in  usage  means  only  one 
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thing — higher  rates.  And  those  higher 
rates  will  themselves  lead  to  even  fur- 
ther declines  in  mail  usage. 

Faced  with  these  skyrocketing  losses, 
which  have  reached  a  level  of  $250,000 
an  hour,  the  present  postal  leadership 
responded  with  steps  which  would  only 
cause  unnecessary  hardship  for  some 
postal  users,  but  would  do  nothing 
whatsoever  to  solve  the  real  problems 
of  the  postal  system. 

The  keystone  of  their  great  strategy 
to  rescue  this  inefficient  giant,  which  is 
now  $3  billion  in  the  red,  was  to  at- 
tempt to  close  600  small,  rural  post  of- 
fices. That  move,  if  fully  implemented, 
would  save  a  grand  total  of  $6  million, 
or  enough  to  keep  the  Postal  Service  in 
operation  for  all  of  9  more  minutes  a 
year. 

This  action  would  not  only  have  de- 
prived many  people  of  efficient  postal 
service,  but  would  have  literally  wiped 
many  communities  off  the  map  entirely. 

Last  May,  I  introduced  legislation  in 
the  Senate  which  prohibits  the  Postal 
Service  from  making  any  service  cuts, 
such  as  the  closing  of  rural  post  offices, 
until  a  special  commission  has  made  a 
full  study  of  the  entire  Postal  Service 
operations. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  bill  which  the 
Senate  will  consider  today  contains  es- 
sentially that  very  same  prohibition  as 
was  included  in  the  Beall  proposal.  Un- 
der the  bill  we  have  before  us  today,  the 
Postal  Service  is  forbidden  to  close  any 
post  office  where  35  or  more  families 
regularly  receive  mail  and  which  was 
providing  service  on  July  1,  1978.  Addi- 
tionally, the  bill  provides  that  before 
the  Postal  Service  can  close  any  office 
serving  fewer  than  35  families,  it  must 
obtain  the  written  concurrance  of  at 
least  60  percent  of  all  patrons. 

Today's  legislation  is  not  the  final 
anwers  to  the  problems  of  the  Postal 
Service.  But  it  does  represent  a  first  step 
in  our  efforts  to  reform  and  improve  the 
Nation's  mail  system.  And,  in  my 
opinion,  it  is  about  time  we  took  that 
step. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  "Congress 
and  the  public  want  fast  regular  mail 
deliveries  to  crowded  cities,  small  towns, 
and  isolated  farms.  They  also  want 
cheap  stamps,  efficient  operations,  and 
no  deficits,"  according  to  Robert  A. 
Rosenblatt  of  the  Los  Angeles  Times. 

Mr.  Rosenblatt,  whose  excellent  article 
on  the  background  of  the  bill  H.R.  8603 
appeared  in  the  July  14,  1976  edition  of 
the  Times,  was  right.  He  also  was  cor- 
rect when  he  observed  that  "the  goals 
conflict." 

Indeed  they  do. 

Across  the  country,  and  3  months 
earlier,  the  Washington  Post  observed 
in  a  March  17  editorial  that  the  postal 


services  Americans  rely  on  most  heavily 
"are  often  those  that  make  least  sense 
in  cost  accounting  terms:  service  to  in- 
dividuals, to  small  communities,  to  small 
businesses,  and  little  publications." 

The  Post  went  on  to  say  that  some 
hard  decisions  about  services  and  sub- 
sidies need  to  be  made,  while  the  L.A. 
Times,  in  an  April  16  editorial  favored 
granting — temporarily — a  greater  sub- 
sidy to  the  Postal  Service  until  the  in- 
vestment and  the  changes,  involved  in 
postal  reorganization  can  be  made  to  pay 
off. 

In  Philadelphia,  on  June  13,  the  In- 
quirer welcomed  the  news  that  the  Presi- 
dent and  involved  Members  of  Congress 
had  agreed  on  the  creation  of  a  so-called 
blue  ribbon  Commission  on  the  Postal 
Service.  The  Inquirer's  editorialist 
wrote: 

Anytime  the  government  creates  another 
Commission  to  study  a  problem,  there  Is  a 
temptation  to  write  its  work  off  in  advance 
as  Just  an  expedient  way  to  get  the  irritant 
out  of  sight  for  a  while.  We  now  resist  that 
temptation,  however,  to  welcome  the  news 
that  President  Ford  and  key  Members  of 
Congress  have  agreed  on  the  creation  of  a 
blue-ribbon  Commission  on  the  Postal 
Service. 

The  fact  is  that  such  a  commission  is 
badly  needed — not  to  bury  the  problem  of 
fcthe  mails  but  to  face  up  to  it  and  help 
guide  the  country  toward  some  hard  choices. 

And  hard  choices  are  coming.  But, 
without  them,  we  face  a  prospect  which 
Don  Oakley,  writing  for  the  Newspaper 
Enterprise  Association,  referred  to  m  a 
June  column.  He  said: 

The  U.S.  postal  system  is  a  lot  like  the 
trolley  cars  our  cities  used  to  have.  We  never 
appreciated  their  value  until  they  were  gone, 
and  then  we  wished  we  had  done  something 
to  preserve  them  when  we  could. 

Mr.  President,  1  quote  these  various 
editorials,  news  stories,  and  columns  to 
show  that  there  is  a  concern  in  the  coun- 
try for  the  preservation  of  postal  serv- 
ices that  are  adequate  to  the  needs  and 
expectations  of  the  people,  and  also  to 
show  that  there  are  indeed  some  differ- 
ences between  what  we  demand  and 
r  iiat  we  are  willing  to  pay  for. 

Said  another  editorial,  this  one  from 
Uie  Eagle  and  Beacon  of  Wichita,  Kans., 
April  3, 1976: 

A  subsidized  mail  service  is  nothing  new 
to  -.i.;.  Nor  is  it  particularly  shocking  to  think 
that  the  amount  of  subsidy  needed  in  the 

itnre  will  be  larger  than  it  has  been  to 
date. 

In  truth,  as  Robert  Rosenblatt  pointed 
out  in  his  piece  in  the  Los  Angeles  Times, 
the  Postal  Service  currently  is  getting 
roughly  12  percent  of  its  total  budget 
from  appropriations,  compared  with  24 
percent  in  the  last  year  before  reorgani- 
zation took  effect. 

H.R.  8603  as  amended  by  the  Com- 
nittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
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and  reported  to  the  Senate  does  not  de- 
cide the  fate  of  the  Postal  Service  for  all 
time.  A  number  of  other  bills,  including 
my  own,  were  discarded  by  the  com- 
mittee as  it  worked  toward  a  measure 
acceptable  to  the  legislative  and  the 
executive.  It  addresses  the  immediate 
short-term  needs  of  the  Postal  Service.  It 
addresses  the  immediate  concerns  of  the 
people  over  rates  and  service  cutbacks. 
And  it  insures  Congress,  not  only  a  future 
opportunity  to  address  the  hard  choices 
that  admittedly  are  going  to  have  to  be 
made,  but  also  more  information  on 
which  to  base  its  judgment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  various  editorials  and 
articles  I  have  referred  to — including 
Robert  Rosenblatt's  article  from  the  Los 
Angeles  Times  of  July  14,  an  editorial 
from  the  Times  of  April  16,  a  Washington 
Post  editorial  of  March  17,  one  from  the 
Philadelphia  Inquirer  of  June  13,  Don 
Oakley's  NEA  column  from  the  Rock 
Island  (HI.)  Argus  of  June  25,  and  the 
Wichita  Eagle  and  Beacon  editorial  of 
April  3 — be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  July  14,  1976] 
Post  Office — Play  It  Again,  Uncle  Sam — 
Rising    Rates    May    Force    Congress    To 
Reinstate  Pre-1971   Subsidy   System 

(By  Robert  A.  Rosenblatt) 
Washington. — Trie    Postal    Service    is    in 
trouble  once  again,  which  means  it  will  prob- 
ably cost  you  16  cents  next  year  to  mail  a 
first-class  letter. 

The  crisis  could  come  as  early  as  next 
spring,  when,  according  to  federal  auditors, 
there  will  not  be  enough  money  to  meet  the 
service's  operating  expenses. 

But  it  is  not  politically  conceivable  for  the 
mail  to  stop.  Instead,  Congress  will  increase 
the  postal  subsidy,  and  the  service  will  im- 
pose "temporary"  rate  increases. 

The  service  has  tried  to  same  money.  It 
saved  $2  million  a  year  by  closing  186  small 
post  offices.  Bait  according  to  Sen.  Gale  W. 
McGee  (D-Wyo.),  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Post  Office  Committee,  that  $2  million  would 
run  the  Postal  Service  for  Just  9  minutes. 

"So  for  the  equivalent  of  nine  minutes  of 
operating  time,"  McGee  said,  "the  Postal 
Service  incurred  the  v/rath  of  53  members  of 
Congress,  provoked  a  lawsuit  and  persuaded 
thousands  of  mail  users  that,  in  yet  another 
public  area,  the  quality  of  life  in  the  United 
States  is  diminishing." 

Because  Congress  and  the  public  are  not 
happy,  the  Postal  Service  may  pay  a  stiff 
price  for  desperately  needed  money  from 
Washington — the  loss  of  some  management 
independence. 

The  House  of  Representatives,  flooded  with 
letters  from  constituents,  already  has  voted 
to  put  the  Postal  Service  back  under  the 
regular  appropriations  system.  All  revenues 
would  go  Into  the  Treasury,  with  Congress 

approving  the  budget  each  year.  The  Senate 
will  consider  a  similar  proposal  later  thi6 
month. 

Congressional  control  was  abolished  by  the) 


Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1971,  which 
created  an  independent  Postal  Service  with 
the  goal  of  providing  good  mail  service  while 
breaking  even  financially. 

Something  went  wrong.  Deficits  have 
grown  each  year  since  the  reorganization. 
The  speed  of  delivery  for  a  typical  letter  is 
faster  than  in  1971  but  still  cannot  match 
the  performance  of  the  old  Post  Office  De- 
partment in  1969,  according  to  a  recent  re- 
port by  the  General  Accounting  Office,  a  con- 
gressional watchdog  agency. 

"I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  there 
is  no  more  popular  a  whipping  boy  in  out 
country  today  than  the  Postal  Service,"  Mc- 
Gee told  a  recent  meeting  of  his  committee 
"Whenever  somebody  runs  out  of  things  tc 
be  mad  about,  there  is  sort  of  a  national 
pastime  of  blaming  it  on  the  Postal  Service.' 

In  two  weeks,  the  Senate  will  debate  a  Mc- 
Gee-sponsored  bill  that  would  provide  an 
extra  subsidy  of  $1  billion  over  the  next  two 
years  and  bar  service  cutbacks  or  rate  in- 
creases before  Feb.  15. 

Others  in  the  Senate,  led  by  Ernest  F.  Rol- 
lings (D-S.C),  will  try  to  amend  the  Me- 
Gee  bill  to  bring  the  Postal  Service  back 
under  direct  congressional  financial  control 

But  it  is  doubtful  that  Congress  will  take 
back  full  control  of  postal  finances  soon 
despite  the  heated  rhetoric.  For  one  thing, 
the  legislators  now  enjoy  the  luxury  of  crit- 
icizing the  Postal  Service  without  assuming 
responsibility  for  its  operations. 

Furthermore,  any  bill  to  put  the  Postal 
Service  back  into  the  federal  budget  almost 
certainly  would  be  vetoed  by  President  Ford, 
who  is  seeking  to  keep  as  low  a  ceiling  as 
possible  on  federal  spending. 

The  Postal  Service  gets  approximately  $1.6 
billion  a  year  from  Congress,  roughly  12%  ol 
its  budget  of  $13  billion  to  $14  billion.  In  the 
last  year  before  postal  reorganization,  Con- 
gress furnished  $2.2  billion,  then  about  24  % 
of  the  cost  of  running  the  post  office. 

Postal  rates  are  established  under  a  two- 
step  procedure.  The  Postal  Rate  Commission 
approves  "permanent"  rates.  Then  the  Postal 
Service  itself  can  impose  temporary  rates,  up 
to  33%  higher.  The  commission  recently  rec- 
ommended making  the  13-cent  charge  per- 
manent, clearing  the  way  for  a  temporary 
increase  to  a  maximum  of  17  cents. 

The  Postal  Service  will  probably  seek  a 
higher  rate  early  next  year,  according  to  a 
high-level  source. 

"We  won't  go  for  more  than  16  cents." 

Returning  to  a  full  appropriations  method, 
with  Congress  voting  on  the  entire  budget, 
would  "sweep  under  the  rug  the  funda- 
mental nature  of  the^problem,"  according 
to  J.  T.  Ellington,  Jr.,  "senior  assistant  post- 
master general. 

"You  would  move  away  from  economic 
justification  of  services  which  we  are  trying 
to  do  now,  to  a  political  justification,"  he 
said  adding  that  the  result  would  be  enor- 
mous subsidies  voted  by  a  Congress  anxious 
to  avoid  offending  constituents  with  higher 
rates  or  reduced  services. 

The  choice  might  be  a  36-cent  first-class 
stamp  In  1985  or  an  annual  subsidy  of  $8.5 
billion,  according  to  the  GAO  study. 

"Of  course,  Congress  would  rather  vote  a 
huge  subsidy  than  listen  to  the  screams  from 
back  home  if  a  stamp  cost  36  cents,"  a  con- 
gressional staff  aide  admitted. 

In  the  view  of  many  analysts,  whether 
the  Postal  Service  remains  independent  or 
returns  to  congressional  control  will  not  alter 
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a  basic  contradiction:  Businesslike  efficiency 
and  universal  service  do  not  mix. 

Congress  and  the  public  want  fast  regular 
mail  deliveries  to  crowded  cities,  small  towns 
and  isolated  farms.  They  also  want  cheap 
stamps,  efficient  operations  and  no  deficits. 

The  goals  conflict.  The  Postal  Service  could 

save  $350  million  a  year  by  eliminating  Sat- 
urday deliveries,  but  the  suggestion  is  anath- 
ema to  Congress. 

Another  $100  million  could  be  saved  by 
closing  12,000  country  post  offices,  but  that 
is  unthinkable  to  congressmen  from  rural 
districts. 

Faced  with  protests,  Postmaster  Gen.  Ben- 
jamin F.  Bailar  recently  suspended  the 
service's  modest  program  of  closing  250  to  300 
such  offices  each  year,  at  least  until  Congress 
completes  its  work  on  financial  aid  legis- 
lation. 

Some  small  offices  seem  eminently  closable. 
In  Alabama,  for  example,  one  such  office 
serves  26  families.  It  brings  in  only  $4,500  a 
year  in  revenue  compared  with  $17,000  in 
costs.  Moreover,  there  is  another  office  just 
0.7  of  a  mile  down  the  road. 

But  to  many  congressmen,  the  savings  gen- 
erated by  such  efforts  are  simply  not  worth 
the  cost  in  ovitrage  among  constituents. 

Despite  the  complaints,  the  Postal  Service 
appears  to  perform  reasonably  well  when 
compared  with  those  of  other  countries. 

A  GAO  survey  of  10  foreign  countries — 
Australia,  Belgium,  Canada,  France,  Japan, 
the  Netherlands,  Sweden,  Switzerland,  Great 
Britain  and  West  Germany — disclosed  an 
average  charge  of  19  cents  to  mail  a  first-class 
letter.  Of  the  10,  only  Canada,  with  an  8-cent 
rate,  had  a  lower  charge  than  the  13-cent  rate 
in  this  country. 

The  U.S.  Postal  Service  covers  a  much 
bigger  geographical  area  and  moves  5  to  56 
times  as  much  mail  as  its  counterparts  in 
other  Industrial  nations.  The  American  postal 
worker  is  much  more  productive,  handling 
more  pieces  of  mail  per  year  than  an  employe 
in  any  of  the  10  other  countries. 

Sheer  size  generates  many  of  the  com- 
plaints about  poor  postal  service  in  the 
United  States.  More  than  89  billion  pieces  of 
mail  are  processed  every  year,  including  50 
billion  first-class  letters.  The  error  rate  on 
first-class  mail  is  only  2%  or  3%,  but  that 
translates  into  more  than  a  billion  letters 
mishandled  and  sent  to  the  wrong  place. 

A  first-class  letter  is  now  delivered  in  an 
average  of  1.65  days,  compared  with  two  days 
in  1971  when  the  Postal  Service  came  into 
existence,  and  1.5  days  in  1969  under  the  old 
Post  Office  Department. 

More  letters  are  processed  by  machines, 
which  have  a  higher  error  rate  than  the  old 
method  of  hand-sorting. 

"The  great  preponderance  of  mail  still  goes 
through  the  next  day,  but  you  run  into  more 
extreme  errors  because  of  machine  process- 
ing," Ellington  said. 

Letter-sorting  machines  and  other  equip- 
ment installed  since  reorganization  have  pro- 
vided substantial  benefits  in  efficiency,  allow- 
ing the  Postal  Service  to  handle  more  mail 
with  fewer  people.  The  service  has  676,000 
employes;  it  would  need  another  50,000  to 
process  current  mail  volume  using  the  old 
methods. 

Postal  workers  are  much  more  productive 
than  they  were  as  employes  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  In  the  five  years  before  reorga- 
nization, mail  volume  rose  18%  annually,  but 


the  work  force  of  clerks  and  mail  handlers 
climbed  even  faster — at  22%.  Since  reorga- 
nization, mail  volume  has  risen  another  5%, 
while  manpower  has  dropped  8%. 

The  Postal  Service  is  a  labor  intensive 
business — 86%  of  its  budget  goes  for  labor — 
and  has  been  especially  hard  hit  by  inflation. 
In  one  two-year  period,  for  example,  labor 
costs  rose  $987  million  because  of  cost-of-liv- 
ing escalator  provisions  in  union  contracts. 
Postal  workers'  wages  have  risen  much 
more  sharply  than  the  salaries  of  other  civil 
service  workers,  prompting  critics  to  accuse 
the  Postal  Service  of  acting  weakly  in  bar- 
gaining sessions. 

Salaries  and  benefits  have  Jumped  $3.5  bil- 
lion, or  47%  since  1971.  far  outweighing  the 
savings  from  mechanization  and  improved 
productivity. 

Whenever  gasoline  goes  up  a  cent  per  gal- 
lon, the  Postal  Service  pays  another  $3.5  mil- 
lion a  year  to  operate  its  fleet  of  vehicles. 

Accelerated  inflation  has  been  only  one 
surprise  for  Postal  Service  management  in 
the  last  few  years.  Another  was  the  realiza- 
tion that  mail  volume  was  no  longer  grow- 
ing. For  the  first  time  since  the  Depression, 
volume  actually  declined  in  1975. 

Businesses,  which  account  for  80%  of  vol- 
ume, began  balking  at  higher  rates  and  are 
seeking  other  ways  to  move  their  messages 
and  products.  And  higher  rates  are  sure  to 
drive  away  still  more  customers. 

Business  mail  provides  80  %  of  Postal  Serv- 
ice revenues.  Congressional  attention,  how- 
ever, focuses  on  the  personal  letters  of  con- 
stituents, which  make  up  only  3%  of  all  first- 
class  mail.  ' 
Critics  of  the  Postal  Service  often  de- 
nounce third-class  mail,  the  so-called  junk 
mail  flooding  into  homes  and  offices,  as  a 
service  that  rides  on  the  backs  of  other  postal 
customers.  Not  so,  according  to  Bailar. 

"Third-class  mail  has  a  rate  which  is  fully 
compensatory  for  its  costs,"  he  said.  "It  is 
cheaper  than  first-class  mail — there  is  no 
question  about  it — in  terms  of  the  rate.  But 
at  the  same  time,  we  don't  have  to  print 
stamps,  we  don't  have  to  sell  stamps,  we 
don't  have  to  go  pick  up  the  mail,  we  don't 
have  to  sort  it  by  ZIP  code." 

Because  mail  volume  has  stopped  growing, 
one  major  Postal  Service  investment  looks  as 
if  it  might  turn  into  a  white  elephant. 

A  full  $1  billion  was  spent  to  build  21  bulk 
mail  centers  aimed  at  winning  business  back 
from  United  Parcel  Service.  Originally,  the 
Postal  Service  estimated  it  would  save  $300 
million  ^year  by  concentrating  parcel  proc- 
essing in  these  centers.  The  latest  savings 
estimate  is  just  $138  million  a  year  because 
parcel  volume  won't  reach  previous  expecta- 
tions. 

Americans  must  decide,  postal  officials 
argue  what  levels  of  desirable  but  uneco- 
nomic mail  services  they  must  have  and  how 
these  will  be  financed. 


[From  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  Apr.  16,  1976] 
The  Mails:  No  Choice 
In  an  atmosphere  of  rampant  dissatisfac- 
tion over  mail  service  and  over  the  rising  cost 
of  sending  an  ordinary  letter,  it  is  staggering 
to  hear  Postmaster  General  Benjamin  F. 
Bailar  asking  Congress  to  double  its  mail 
subsidy,  which  already  runs  to  $1.5  billion  a 
year. 
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Yet  the  nation  has  no  choice.  The  subsidy 
should  be  granted — temporarily.  Otherwise 
the  Postal  Service  will  have  to  cut  services 
further  and  raise  rates  again.  That  would 
drive  away  more  business,  increase  the  deficit 
and  start  another  cycle  of  service  cutbacks 
and  rate  increases.  America  has  been  through 
that  too  many  times  already. 

Unquestionably,  the  people  who  run  the 
mails  have  made  some  large  and  costly  mis- 
takes. But  these  are  not  the  only  reasons  for 
the  system's  terrible  problems  today. 

Inflation  Is  affecting  virtually  everything, 
not  just  the  mails.  In  fact,  in  no  other  major 
country  except  Canada  is  the  cost  of  sending 
a  first-class  letter  so  low  in  relation  to  pre- 
vailing wages. 

Further,  some  of  the  miscalculations  be- 
hind the  current  mail  problems  cannot  be 
blamed  on  the  Postal  Service  alone.  When 
Congress  established  the  new  semiautono- 
mous  system  five  years  ago,  everyone  who 
took  part  in  the  decision  assumed  that  mail 
volume  would  continue  rising.  And  it  was 
commonly  believed  that  economy  measures 
could  take  hold  quickly  because  of  the  Post 
Office's  high  rate  of  employe  turnover.  But 
mail  volume  has  begun  declining,  and  fewer 
postal  employes  are  quiting.  So,  what  was 
done  to  save  money  has  cost  money.  But  the 
investments  and  changes  probably  will  pay 
off  eventually. 

There  are  other  problems.  New  equipment 
has  been  put  into  regular  use  too  quickly, 
resulting  in  misdirected  letters  and  damaged 
packages.  Unions  have  been  recalcitrant, 
fighting  reasonable  efforts  to  spread  work- 
loads more  evenly  and  to  make  underworked 
employes  bear  a  fairer  share  of  the  load. 
Rate  increases  have  been  delayed  uncon- 
scionably by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission's 
indecision. 

Some  of  these  problems  can  be  solved  even- 
tually if  adequate  financial  help  is  forthcom- 
ing .  from  Congress,  and  if  the  appropriate 
committees  exercise  tough  discipline  over 
the  Postal  Service.  Rigorous  congressional 
oversight  must  not  mean  ending  the  limited 
autonomy  under  which  the  Postal  Service 
now  operates.  That  would  compound  the 
problem  by  putting  complicated  decisions  on 
thousands  of  rates — and  thousands  of  execu- 
tive appointments — back  into  the  political 
process. 

American  mail  service,  according  to  some 
measures  of  error  rates  and  delivery  times, 
has  begun  to  improve.  One  day  the  mails 
should  be  able  to  come  nearer  breaking  even, 
but  that  day — at  the  very  best — is  several 
years  off.  Congress  can  help  by  insisting  on 
better  performance  by  both  management  and 
labor  as  the  price  for  temporarily  paying  the 
deficit. 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  Alarch  17,  1976] 
Paying  for  the  Mail 
It  may  seem  heretical  for  a  Postmaster 
General  to  suggest  that  postal  service  as 
Americans  know  and  love  it  "could  become 
obsolete."  But  Postmaster  General  Benjamin 
F.  Bailar,  said  exactly  that  last  week  in  a 
gloomy  speech  in  Detroit.  His  message  was 
not  just  that  the  era  of  six-days-a-week, 
door-to-door  mail  delivery  is  ending;  he 
warned  that  the  Postal  Service  may  never 
be  economically  sound  even  if  drastic  cut- 
backs in  service  are  made. 


Problems  at  the  post  offices  are  nothing 
new.  In  fact,  it  was  the  government's  in- 
ability to  manage  the  mails  that  led  Con- 
gress to  put  the  system  on  a  "business-like" 
basis  in  1970  and  direct  the  new  agency  to 
improve  service,  cut  losses,  increase  workers' 
salaries  and  modernize  facilities.  But  from 
the  start  those  goals  have  been  impossible  to 
reconcile.  Some  major  management  mistakes 
and  generous  labor  settlements  have  run  up 
costs;  soaring  inflation  and  energy  prices, 
unanticipated  In  1970,  have  had  a  devastat- 
ing effect.  According  to  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  cost-of-living  increases  in 
postal  workers'  pay  have  totaled  $987  mil- 
lion in  the  past  two  years,  while  every  one- 
cent  increases  in  the  price  of  gas  has  cost 
the  Service  $3.5  million  per  year. 

Contrary  to  popular  belief,  the  quality  of 
postal  service  has  improved  since  the  dismal 
days  of  1971.  Even  so,  the  immense  volume  of 
mail  makes  a  large  number  of  complaints  in- 
evitable. (GAO  has  noted  that  if  95  per  cent 
of  first-class  mail  were  delivered  on  time,  2.6 
billion  letters  per  year  would  still  be  late.) 
What  really  worries  Mr.  Bailar  is  that  as 
postal  rates  have  climbed,  postal  patronage 
has  begun  to  drop.  More  people  are  paying 
their  bills  in  person;  companies  are  stepping 
up  their  use  of  alternate  delivery  services 
and  electronic  communications  systems.  Yet 
declining  volumes  do  not  mean  decreasing 
costs;  the  mailmen  may  be  bearing  fewer 
letters  but  they  must  still  make  their  rounds. 

Mr.  Bailar  maintains  that  more  efficient 
systems  and  more  flexible  use  of  manpower 
can  only  reduce  the  deficits  somewhat,  and 
that  the  only  way  to  save  the  Service  may 
be  to  cut  services.  He  has  Just  announced 
that  two-a-day  business  deliveries  in  many 
cities  will  be  stopped.  He  wants  to  close  some 
small  post  offices  and  substitute  other  types 
of  service  In  rural  areas;  GAO  has  calculated 
that  phasing  out  12,000  of  the  18,000  smallest 
post  offices  could  bring  savings  of  $100  mil- 
lion annually.  Mr.  Bailar  is  also  promoting 
clustered  or  curb-side  delivery  instead  of 
door-to-door  service  in  new  ho\;sing  develop- 
ments. He  has  even  mentioned  revising  rates 
so  that  pre-sorted,  standard-sized  first-class 
mail  sent  by  bulk  users  would  cost  less  than 
a  hand-addressed  birthday  card.  And  so  on. 
But  he  fears  that  even  if  such  drastic  changes 
are  made,  the  system  may  be  unable  to  avoid 
the  spiral  of  rising  costs,  declining  patronage 
and  gradual  decay  that  has  already  made 
other  services — local  bus  systems,  passenger 
trains,  the  old-style  telegraph— bankrupt  as 
businesses. 

That  points  to  the  problem:  the  premise  is 
wrong.  The  nation's  postal  system  should  be 
business-like,  but  it  is  not  a  business.  It  is  a 
basic  public  service  that  Americans  rely  on 
heavily.  Indeed,  the  services  that  matter  most 
are  often  those  that  make  least  sense  in  cost- 
accoimting  terms:  service  to  individuals,  to 
small  communities,  to  small  businesses  and 
little  publications.  This  does  not  mean  that, 
for  Instance,  every  rural  post  office  must  be 
kept  open  forever  if  equivalent  or  better  ac- 
tual service  can  be  provided  another  way.  It 
does  mean  that  postal  communications  have 
to  be  maintained;  the  mails  simply  must  go 
through. 

However,  in  order  to  preserve  the  kind  of 
postal  system  Americans  expect,  the  public 
has  to  be  willing  to  pay — in  part  as  users  and 
in  part  as  taxpayers.  This  is  where  the  real 
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problem  arises  because  the  numbers  are  im- 
mense. According  to  GAO,  if  current  services 
are  maintained  and  the  federal  payment  to 
the  Postal  Service  stays  at  its  present  $920 
million  per  year,  the  price  of  a  first-class 
stamp  will  rise  to  23  cents  by  1981.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  stamps  remain  at  13  cents,  the 
cost  to  the  treasury  coiild  rise  to  $8.5  billion 
annually  within  5  years.  The  most  acceptable 
arrangement  probably  involves  some  rate  in- 
creases, some  streamlined  services  and  more 
public  support — but  detailed  formulas  are  not 
going  to  be  easy  to  devise. 

All  in  all,  this  is  the  kind  of  problem  that 
Congress  is  least  happy  with :  one  that  affects 
every  voter  and  interest  group,  and  costs  far 
more  than  anybody  likes  to  pay.  So  far,  most 
legislators  have  ducked.  Last  year  the  House 
authorized  greater  subsidies,  but  also  voted 
to  return  the  system's  management  to  Con- 
gress— a  move  that  is  not  likely  to  solve  any- 
thing. More  recently,  about  50  representatives 
went  to  court  to  save  some  rural  post  offices, 
at  least  temporarily.  We  hope  that  they  will 
follow  through  by  addressing  the  problem  of 
who  pays.  That  is,  after  all,  what  Mr.  Bailar 
is  basically  getting  at,  although  in  a  some- 
what back-handed  way.  The  postal  system 
cannot  Just  muddle  along  much  longer;  some 
hard  decisions  about  services  and  subsidies 
need  to  be  made. 

[From  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer, 

June  13,  1976] 
Whither   the   Postal   Service? 

Anytime  the  government  creates  another 
commission  to  study  a  problem,  there  is  a 
temptation  to  write  its  work  off  in  advance 
as  just  an  expedient  way  to  get  the  irritant 
out  of  sight  for  a  while.  We  now  resist  that 
temptation,  however,  to  welcome  the  news 
that  President  Ford  and  key  members  of  Con- 
gress have  agreed  on  the  creation  of  a  blue- 
ribbon  Commission  on  the  Postal  Service. 

The  fact  is  that  such  a  commission  is  badly 
needed — not  to  bury  the  problem  of  the  mails 
but  to  face  up  to  it  and  help  guide  the  coun- 
try toward  some  hard  choices. 

It  has  been  only  five  years  since  quasi- 
independent  Postal  Service  replaced  the  po- 
litically-dominated Post  Office  Department. 
In  that  short  time,  however,  one  of  the  basic 
assumptions  in  the  reorganization — an  ever- 
increasing  volume  of  mail — has  proved  er- 
roneous. And  while  volume  has  been  decreas- 
ing, inflation  and  other  factors  have  pushed 
costs  up  steadily. 

Even  with  increased  rates  and  a  $1.5  bil- 
lion federal  subsidy,  postal  officials  are  pre- 
dicting a  $1.4  billion  loss  in  the  fiscal  year 
which  ends  this  month  and  another  $1  bil- 
lion loss  next  year. 

That's  Just  the  short  haul.  For  the  long 
haul,  Postmaster  General  Benjamin  Bailar 
has  warned,  the  Postal  Service  is  "headed 
for  potential  disaster"  unless  something 
drastic  is  done. 

"I  believe  we  must  re-evaluate  traditional 
concepts  of  mail  service  to  see  if  they  still 
have  value  in  modern  America,"  Mr.  Bailar 
said  recently.  "If  the  public  elects  to  con- 
tinue the  postal  system  in  its  present  form, 
it  will  have  to  pay  a  steep  price.  It  may  find 
the  first-class  stamp  becoming  a  luxury  item 
in  the  next  decade  and  the  Postal  Service  a 
ponderous  and  costly  left-over  from  simpler, 
more  affluent  times." 

Those  are  strong  words  with  profound  im- 
plications.  If   Mr.   Bailar   is  right — and   the 


evidence  supports  him — he  Is  also  right 
when  he  says: 

•We  must  seriously  examine  the  possibility 
of  restructuring  both  the  services  provided 
by  the  postal  system  and  the  schedule  of 
payments  for  those  services.  We  must,  I  be- 
lieve, consider  trimming  back  those  services 
that  no  longer  make  sense  or  label  them  for 
what  they  are  and  arrange  a  system  of  sub- 
sidies that  covers  their  cost.  And  we  must 
identify  within  each  class  of  mail  the  actual 
costs  of  serving  various  types  of  users  and 
charge  accordingly." 

That  is  why  a  commission  is  needed.  Now 
that  the  President  and  the  key  lawmakers 
have  agreed  to  its  creation,  Congress  should 
give  its  approval. 

[From  Rock  Island,  ARGUS,  June  25,  1976] 

Postal   Crisis   Bad,   But   Others   in   Worse 

Shape 

(By  Don  Oakley) 

Washington. — When  people  start  redvic- 
lng  serious  things  to  the  silly  level  we  know 
the  situation  is  bad — as  when  Lyndon  John- 
son went  around  turning  off  lights  in 
the  White  House,  or  when  the  postmaster  in 
one  city  orders  mailmen  to  take  shortcuts 
across  lawns. 

Unscrewing  all  the  light  bulbs  in  the 
United  States  wouldn't  have  made  a  dent  in 
the  billions  of  dollars  Johnson  poured  into 
the  Vietnam  sinkhole.  Neither  would  the 
grave  financial  crisis  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
is  in  be  helped  in  the  slightest  if  every  letter 
carrier  walked  ever  every  lawn  in  the  coun- 
try. 

The  magnitude  of  that  crisis  is  becoming 
staggering.  The  service's  deficit  may  total 
$1.4  billion  this  fiscal  year,  compared  with 
only  $13  million  in  1973,  when  we  thought 
things  were  bad  enough. 

What  would  help?  Failing  a  massive  boost 
in  the  government's  sxibsidy,  which  Congress 
seems  to  be  in  no  mood  to  approve,  closing 
smaller  post  offices  would,  says  John  Gen- 
tile, chief  financial  officer  of  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service.  So  would  ending  Saturday  delivery, 
or  delivering  mail  only  every  other  day,  or 
charging  everybody  on  a  postal  route  a 
monthly  fee. 

So  would  increasing  postal  rates  again, 
although  here  we  are  already  close  to  the 
point  of  diminishing  returns,  if  not  past  it. 

For  whatever  comfort  it  may  be  to  Amer- 
icans, it  is  interesting  to  learn  from  a  recently 
reported  survey  that  imperfect  as  it  is,  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  is  superior  to  the  systems 
in  many  other  countries. 

It  may  be  cheaper  in  some  countries — in 
India,  for  example,  it  costs  as  little  as  two 
cents  to  mail  a  letter — but  there  as  elsewhere 
low  postal  rates  usually  reflect  a  low  state 
of  the  economy. 

Even  in  Western  Europe  and  Japan,  postal 
service  has  been  deteriorating  and  there  are 
routine  deficits,  which  are  met  out  of  profits 
from  telephone  and  telegraph  services,  which 
are  also  government  run. 

In  many  countries  it  is  customary  to  pay 
a  steep  surcharge  to  insure  delivery,  and  pil- 
ferage and  the  opening  of  mail  by  censors 
are  common. 

In  any  event,  no  country  has  anything 
approaching  the  volume  of  mail  that  Is 
handled  in  the  United  States,  and  few  have 
anything  like  the  distances  involved. 

The  U.S.  postal  system  is  a  lot  like  the 
trolley  cars  our  cities  used  to  have.  We  never 
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appreciated  their  value  until  they  were  gone, 
and  then  we  wished  we  had  done  something 
to  preserve  rhem  when  we  could. 

[From  Wichita.  Kans..  Eagle  and  Beacon, 

April  3,  1976] 

Postal  Subsidy  Must  Continue 

It  has  always  cost  more  in  America  to  de- 
liver a  letter  than  the  amount  of  postage 
paid  by  the  mailer.  But  now  the  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  is  fooling  around 
with  a  "self-sufficiency  concept"  for  the 
postal  service,  and  the  news  Is  purely  bad. 

By  1984,  which  is  an  ominous  year  in  other 
respects  as  well,  it  will  cost  34  cents  to  mail  a 
first  class  letter,  says  GAO,  and  the  postal 
service  will  be  able  to  operate  without  sub- 
sidy. 

The  way  things  have  been  going,  by  1984 
34  cents  may  look  no  larger  than  13  cents 
does  today.  Still,  most  survivors  of  less  in- 
flated days  are  likely  to  think  twice  before 
sticking  a  34-cent  stamp  on  an  envelope. 


Some  of  the  effects  might  be  fortunate. 
People  might  quit  dashing  off  Impulsive 
notes  that  they  would  later  regret.  There 
might  be  a  resurgence  in  the  carrier  pigeon 
business. 

But  on  the  whole,  it  would  seeem  that  Con- 
gress and  even  the  federal  bureaucracy  would 
ultimately  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
postal  service  cannot  be  expected  to  pay  its 
own  way. 

A  subsidized  mail  service  is  nothing  new  to 
us.  Nor  is  it  particularly  shocking  to  think 
that  the  amount  of  subsidy  needed  in  the 
future  will  be  larger  than  it  has  been  to 
date. 

Every  precaution  should  be  taken  to  insure 
that  the  postal  system  is  operated  as  effi- 
ciently as  possible.  But  with  that  assurance, 
Congress  should  have  no  hesitation  in  provid- 
ing the  necessary  subsidy,  as  it  always  has 
done.  Mail  service  is  important  to  the  nation, 
and  the  costs  of  transporting  letters  cannot 
be  permitted  to  become  prohibitively  high 
to  the  user. 
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POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1976 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Under  the  previous  order,  the  Sen- 
ate will  now  resume  the  consideration  of 
the  unfinished  business,  which  the  clerk 
will  state. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

A  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organiza- 
tional and  financial  matters  of  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD,  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  question? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  pending  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  amendment  CNo.  2201)  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Hollings). 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTLNTG  PRESIDENT  pro,  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Hathaway)  has  an  amendment  which 
would  qualify  under  the  exceptions  made 
in  our  unanimous-consent  agreement  on 
yesterday  relative  to  the  Helms  amend- 
ment and  the  two  Dole  amendments.  Mr. 
Hathaway  desires  that,  whether  or  not 
the  Hollings  substitute  is  adopted,  his 


unprinted  amendment  relative  to  agri- 
cultural qualification  or  classification  of 
fisheries  may  also  be  submitted  for  con- 
sideration. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  irrespec- 
tive of  the  action  by  the  Senate  on  the 
Hollings  substitute,  the  Hathaway 
amendment  be  in  order. 

Mr.  FONG.  There  is  no  objection. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  had  the  time  to  review  the  entire 
statement  in  yesterday's  Record  made  by 
the  distinguished  chairman;  but  I  notice 
that  there  is  a  general  feeling  on  the  part 
of  those  in  the  leadership  that  the  busi- 
ness decisions  of  the  Postal  Service  have 
been  wise  ones.  In  fact,  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  says : 

Look,  you  have  *  J 14  billion  business.  It 
has  89.3  billion  pieces  of  mail,  One  percent 
mistaices  wouicl  amount  to  minions  of  pieces 
of  mail  missent,  and  you  have  to  expect  that 
with  such  a  tremendous  volume. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  we  are 
not  picking  on  a  missent  letter,  because 
that  is  bound  to  occur  under  any  organ- 
ization, and  I  will  have  to  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  on  that.  But,  on 
balance,  we  are  trying  to  study  the  Postal 
Service  and  give  an  objective  judgment. 
We  in  Congress  have  not  been  afforded 
that  opportunity.  We  are  told  at  every 
turn,  like  the  coach  I  had  in  college  days, 
"Wait  'til  next  year."  The  football  coach 
always  wants  to  wait  until  next  year. 

H.R.  8603  had  its  genesis  in  January  of 
1975.  It  was  reported  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  in  July  of  last  year  and  was  passed 
by  the  House  in  October  of  last  year, 
almost  a  year  ago. 
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When  we  are  talking  aooiir,  a  oiue  riD- 
bon  commission  and  a  1-month  study  and 
how  we  have  to  get  to  work  and  ^rynote 
and  cooperate  and  coagulate  the  different 
Issues  for  Congress,  the  truth  is  that  the 
Senate  had  Senator  McGee's  bill  in 
January.  We  have  had  it  for  8  months. 
In  those  8  months,  with  ihe  expertise  of 
our  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service,  we  could  have  done  a  far  more 
salutary  job,  I  am  convinced,  than  any 
blue  ribbon  commission  coming  into 
town  that  did  not  have  any  knowledge 
and  working  responsibility  with  respect 
to  the  Postal  Service. 

There  should  be  a  GAO  study  of  Con- 
gress. We  have  substituted  the  GAO  for 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service.  We  have  had  140  studies  by  the 
Government  Accounting  Offices.  It  is 
almost  like  guerrilla  warfare;  because 
while  we  are  not  doing  the  work  in  the 
committees  and  within  the  committee 
structure,  the  individual  members  are 
trying  to  show  some  awareness,  some 
understanding,  some  appreciation.  So 
they  are  writing  to  Elmer  Staats  and  the 
GAO. 

I  have  the  GAO  budget  on  the  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  for  legislative 
matters,  and  I  found  that  we  had  an 
inordinate  number  of  studies  for  the 
Postal  Service — 140  in  all — costing  more 
than  $6.5  million,  much  more  than  the 
cost  of  the  operation  of  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  All  of 
the  work  done  by  GAO,  plus  more,  could 
have  been  accomplished  by  having  the 
committee  performing  those  studies. 

You  do  not  need  a  Sherlock  Holmes  to 
investigate  to  find  what  is  wrong.  You 
can,  on  the  one  hand,  look  at  the  busi- 
ness decisions  of  the  Postal  Service  and 
the  Postmaster  General,  or  you  can,  on 
the  other  hand,  look  at  that  United  Par- 
cel Service,  that  element  of  real  private 
free  enterprise,  that  has  succeeded,  and 
very  quickly  learn  of  the  decisions  that 
they  made  in  order  to  be  competitive,  in 
order  to  be  economical,  in  order  to  give 
service,  in  order  to  survive  in  a  demand 
and  supply  situation. 

First,  going  to  the  decisions  made  by 
the  Postmaster  General  with  respect  to 
being  a  private  corporation — I  included 
a  good  pail  of  this  in  the  Record  on  yes- 
terday with  respect  to  sole  source  con- 
tracting. For  one  thing,  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  went  in  to  see  how  any 
business  with  a  competitive  base  would 
get  competitive  bids  to  try  to  effectuate 
economies.  In  fact,  even  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice testified,  plus  the  GAO  experts,  that, 
rather  than  sole  source  contracting,  if 
you  had  multiple  source,  if  you  had  com- 
petitive bids  for  the  various  services  per- 
formed, it  amounted  to  at  least  a  30- 
percent  saving. 

We  find  out  that  half  of  the  contracts 


of  this  great,  Dig,  iree  em.erpi.se,  un- 
fettered, unpolitical  group  made  half 
of  their  contracts  under  sole  source 
contracting,  which  was  a  tremendous  loss 
for  the  Government.  In  fact,  there  has 
been  some  question  raised  about  the 
award  of  contracts  to  relatives  and  busi- 
ness concerns  of  the  former  Postmaster 
Generals  and  some  of  their  intimates 
with  respect  to  the  management  con- 
sultant contracts  that  were  entered  into 
with  very,  very  little  result,  if  any,  that 
could  be  proved. 

Again,  I  am  back  to  the  original  point: 
If  we  had  the  opportunity  to  have  these 
hearings,  we  could  have  called  the  Post- 
master General,  we  could  have  called  the 
parties  involved  and  having  the  testi- 
mony on  both  sies,  we  would  have  known 
the  truth  so  that  we  could  give  it  to 
Congress.  As  it  stands  now,  we  are  still 
saying,  wait  until  next  year,  after  a  blue 
ribbon  commission  reports  back.  All  the 
time  not  knowing,  really,  whether  or  not 
there  was  a  bad  decision. 

We  do  know  that  between  June  of 
1970  and  August  of  1973,  a  company, 
Burnaford  &  Co.,  Inc.,  an  advertising 
agency,  directed  by  Mr.  Charles  Burna- 
ford, a  friend  of  former  Postmaster 
General  Klassen,  was  given  $815,000  in 
contracts  for  different  services.  GAO 
reported  Burnaford  &  Co.  charged  twice 
as  much  in  salary,  that  they  billed 
the  Postal  Service  for  labor  costs  in  ex- 
cess of  the  actual  labor  cost.  They 
charged  the  Postal  Service  for  all  auto 
expenses — incidentally,  in  Cadillacs  and 
Mercedes  Benzes.  The  Democratic 
candidate  is  out  on  the  west  coast  doing 
away  with  Cadillacs.  Private  free  enter- 
prise is  hiring  them  and  paying  for  them. 
In  turn,  of  course,  the  American  public 
is  paying  for  additional  Cadillacs  here. 

Burnaford  &  Co.  overcharged  the 
Postal  Service  for  travel  expenses. 
Burnaford  &  Co.  charged  bad  debts 
and  personal  telephone  calls  that  would 
have  caused  a  congressional  scandal. 
When  you  get  congressional  oversight 
and  when  they  know  there  is  congres- 
sional oversight,  they  are  a  little  bit 
more  careful  with  these  kinds  of  per- 
sonal consultant  contracts  just  given  out 
willy-nilly. 

We  have  many  other  things  with 
respect  to  the  Postmaster  General's 
elaborate  headquarters  suite,  but  let  us 
not  pick  at  that.  Let  us  go  to  the  matter 
of  vehicles.  We  cited  yesterday,  with 
respect  to  inflation  and  incidentally,  let 
us  say  we  have  had  inflation.  The  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  has  said  the  cost  for 
all  services  between  1971  and  1976,  in 
the  last  5  years,  has  gone  up  35  percent. 
But  the  Postal  Service  cost  of  services 
has  zoomed  up  65  percent.  So  we  can 
account  for  35  percent  of  the  65  percent, 
but  we  cannot  account  for  the  additional 
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30  percent  which  is  given  there.  So, 
again,  wo  cannot  just  slough  it  <~>'r  < 

look,  we  have  a  big  organization  and  1 
percent  of  the  missent  letters  would 
cause  the  thing  to  go  awry. 

Let  us  look  at  the  business  decisions. 
Let  us  look,  ac  businessmen  are  required 
to  do  with  respect  to  their  business  judg- 
ments, not  only  at  the  Consumer  Price 
Index,  but  we  again  go  to  the  matter  of 
the  cost  of  vehicles.  We  found  out  that 
of  the  85  contracts  that  were  picked 
by  the  GAO,  they  could  have  eliminated 
16  of  those  contracts  and  reduced  others 
to  a  saving  of  $185,000  and  about  88.000 
gallons  of  gasoline,  or  a  20  percent  sav- 
ing. Well,  20  percent  on  12,000  contracts 
would  zoom  into  millions  and  millions  of 
dollars  being  wasted  on  bad  business 
judgments.  So  that  is  the  sole  source 
contracting,  the  management  consult- 
ant contracts  or  advertising  contracts, 
the  vehicle  decisions.  Then  we  go  to  the 
bulk  mall  facility. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  were  in  school. 
we  would  send  out  the  laundry.  They 
said  they  had  a  special  machine  there. 
I  say  to  Senator  Pong,  that  ripped  the 
buttons  off  your  shirts  and  shot  them 
through  your  socks,  so  you  got  back  your 
shirts  without  buttons  and  your  socks 
were  full  of  holes.  That  man  who  ran 
the  laundry,  I  think,  is  in  charge  of  the 
bulk  mailing  facilities.  No  one  outside  of 
the  post  office  says  it  has  been  a  good 
decision.  While  they  have  cost  a  billion 
dollars,  I  will  use  the  Senator's  logic  or 
argument  that,  being  a  $14  billion  an- 
nual operation,  they  could  write  off  a 
billion  dollars.  They  certainly  have  gone 
in  the  hole  $8  billion.  They  could  have 
written  off  the  $1  billion  bad  decision 
and  resumed  speed  under  the  old  opera- 
tion. 

But,  no,  they  continue  with  this  bulk 
mail  facility,  of  which  they  have  improp- 
erly placed  some  21  around  the  country, 
most  of  them  operated  by  those  who  have 
never  had  any  connection  whatever  with 
the  mail  service.  All  of  them  had  total 
breakdowns.  Congressman  Wilson  went 
into  the  Detroit  office  and  found  piles  and 
piles  of  damaged  packages.  The  same  oc- 
curred, we  saw  in  the  news,  at  the  Chi- 
cago post  office.  If  anybody  wants  any 
old  packages,  we  are  going  to  have  some 
rummage  sales  sometime,  when  the 
Postal  Service  finally  makes  a  decisidn 
that  it  is  going  to  have  to  take  the  peo- 
ple's mail  and  start  opening  up  a  Postal 
Service  rummage  sale  and  start  selling 
the  stuff,  whatever  it  is,  to  dispose  of  it. 

If  we  think  we  have  good  business 
management  decisions,  we  look  then  to 
the  vehicles,  the  management  decisions, 
the  sole  source  contracts,  the  advertising 
contracts,  the  bulk  mail  facilities.  Then 
I  guess  this  was  the  pressure  that  finally 
got  upon  the  Postal  Service  to  do  some- 


thing right.  They  had  to  get  some  kind 
of  competition.  They  designed  a  work- 
load program  recording  system,  but  we 
finally  found  out  what  to  do  with  the 
poor  junior  class  at  West  Point  that  we 
had  a  hearing  on  yesterday.  They  were 
told,  '•Take  the  exam  home,"  and  any- 
where from  400  to  600,  almost  half  of 
that  class,  was  found — they  have  not 
concluded  it,  of  course,  but  evidence  is 
that  half  were  engaged  in  a  breach  of 
the  honor  code  at  West  Point. 

Well,  they  have  not  had  amnesty,  but 
this  program  go  so  bad — incidentally,  my 
Senator  friend  from  South  Dakota,  if  he 
would  come  back,  would  appreciate  this, 
rather  than  having  former  Senator 
Goodell  in  charge,  we  could  get  the  Post- 
master General,  because  he  knows  how 
to  get  amnesty.  It  got  so  bad  that  he  gave 
amnesty. 

Let  us  find  out  just  exactly  what 
happened. 

They  instituted — if  I  can  find  that 
fancy  name  that  they  have  for  it,  it  is 
called — the  workload  recording  system. 
Under  the  workload  recording  system, 
they  were  trying  to  make  records  then 
of  the  workload,  and  the  GAO  review 
said  the  postmaster  told  them  that  after 
being  on  the  job  for  only  a  brief  period — 
this  is  the  postmaster  right  here  in  the 
district  office — this  is  all  of  a  sudden  over 
a  period  of  a  few  years,  all  of  a  sudden 
in  Washington,  where  everything  goes 
awry,  all  of  a  sudden  we  had  the  No.  1 
post  office  in  America  because  the  work- 
load recording  system  had  said  so. 

Of  course,  they  did  not  tell  us  it  was 
manipulated.  They  did  not  tell  us  it  was 
totally  falsified.  But  in  any  event  when 
the  GAO  went  to  look  at  it,  they  talked 
to  the  new  postmaster  who  had  come  in 
in  January  of  1974,  and  in  talking  to 
that  postmaster,  it  was  said  that  he 
realized  the  mail  volumes  being  recorded 
were  incorrect. 

His  tours  of  the  facility  indicated  that 
the  volumes  recorded  were  higher  than 
those  he  observed;  the  facility  was  gen- 
erally overstaffed.  He  said  this  over- 
staffing  resulted  from  the  inflated  mail 
volume,  and  in  his  office  he  found  piior 
inspection  service  reports  which  docu- 
mented the  history  of  falsification  of 
mail  volumes.  There  is  no  record,  how- 
ever, of  any  corrective  action  having 
been  taken  by  his  predecessors. 

The  postmaster  said  at  that  point  he 
really  did  not  know  what  to  do  about  the 
problems.  He  decided  to  allow  the  mail 
processing  operations  to  continue  for  the 
time  being,  and  then,  after  assuring  him- 
self, he  called  a  series  of  meetings  of  all 
the  tour  supervisors  and  informed  them 
that  he  knew  of  the  volume  falsifica- 
tions and  wanted  it  stopped  immediately 
and  he  threatened  to  fire  anyone  who 
did  not  do  it. 
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As  a  result,  the  mail  volumes  and  pro- 
ductivity reported  in  the  workload  re- 
cording system  for  the  period  June  2 
through  June  28,  1974,  about  a  3-week 
period,  declined  25  percent.  Bam.  As  soon 
as  it  started  making  honest  reports  it 
declined  25  percent. 

Now,  the  district  manager  did  not  like 
that  because  he  had  to  report.  You  see, 
they  have  a  tremendous  hierarchy,  by  the 
way.  The  district  managers  ought  to  be 
discharged  as  a  total  waste.  They  have 
some  57  of  them  over  the  country,  and 
everybody  in  this  business  says  that  you 
have  the  sectional  managers,  you  have 
the  regional  officers,  you  have  the  Postal 
Service  up  here,  and  the  district  offices 
are  just  a  superimposed  hierarchy  that 
is  unneeded  and  is  uneconomic. 

But  the  district  manager  had  to  con- 
tinue to  show  ahd  get  his  blue  ribbon,  I 
guess,  so  he  accused  the  postmaster  of 
having  lost  control  of  the  city's  post 
office. 

The  controversy  ultimately  resulted, 
Mr.  President,  in  a  request  by  the  eastern 
regional  postmaster  general  for  an  in- 
spection service  audit,  and  the  audit  of 
the  post  office  began  in  August  1974  and 
concluded  in  March  1975. 

The  inspection  service  found  that  in 
spite  of  the  postmaster's  warming  to  sub- 
ordinates to  cease  all  mail  volume  infla- 
tion the  situation  had  not  been  com- 
pletely corrected,  and  the  inspection 
service  estimated  that  the  inflation  of 
total  piece  handlings  exceeded  60  per- 
cent— 60  percent  falsification. 

Twenty-eight  supervisory  employees, 
as  a  result,  ranging  from  first  line  man- 
ager to  tour  superintendent,  admitted 
falsifying  the  workload  recording  sys- 
tem. I  could  elaborate  more  on  it. 

It  got  so  far  out  of  hand,  that  rather 
than  reviewing  it  and  going  on  further, 
the  Postmaster  General  threw  up  his 
hands  and  what  did  he  do?  He  granted 
amnesty.  So  there  is  a  section  of  Govern- 
ment where  you  can  receive  amnesty,  my 
distinguished  friends,  and  that  is  from 
the  oPstmaster  General.  [Laughter.] 

So  when  you  are  talking  about  im- 
proved service  in  statistics  and  every- 
thing else  you  are  talking  about  falsifi- 
cation of  records. 

Now,  look  at  the  other  particular  prop- 
erty management  decisions  with  respect 
to  getting  improved  conditions.  One  re- 
port jof  the  Postmaster  General  earlier 
this  year  said  that  87  percent  of  the 
employees  were  now  under  good  working 
conditions.  But  on  a  close  inspection, 
and  hearings  would  bring  this  out, 
money  had  been  spent  in  obtaining  flag- 
poles and  in  bulk  mail  facilities,  but  not 
necessarily  in  improvement.  There  has 
been  an  improvement  obviously  in  some 
of  them,  but  many  still  work  under  bad 
conditions. 

As  far  as  business  judgments  go,  with 


the  new  facilities  projecting  future  use 
over  a  10-year  period,  GSA  says  there 
is  much  excess  space  that  could  be 
rented.  As  a  business  concern  impressed 
with  the  duty  to  make  a  profit  or  in  this 
case  break  even,  it  would  have  long  since 
rented,  but  they  are  not  doing  it. 

I  mentioned  the  district  offices.  I  have 
tried  to  get  into  what  they  have  called 
the  improved  service  and  everything  else 
of  that  kind.  I  am  trying  to  reserve  some 
of  the  time  for  my  other  colleagues,  and 
then  answer  some  of  the  questions. 

But  let  me  say  this,  Mr.  President,  with 
respect  to  what  is  wrong;  let  us  find  out 
also  what  is  right.  We  only  have  to  go  to 
the  United  Parcel  Service,  where  many 
would  say  they  are  just  skimming  the 
cream.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  you 
can  go  right  down  into  Atlanta,  Ga., 
right  where  the  district  office  used  to  be. 
Every  private  industry  has  a  head- 
quarters in  Atlanta.  Even  the  Democratic 
nominee  for  President  of  the  United 
States  is  now  running  from  Atlanta.  But, 
no,  no,  that  is  not  a  good  decision,  that 
is  not  a  good  business  decision,  they  say. 
"We  have  got  to  go  to  Memphis,  Tenn.," 
where  there  are  no  airline  connec- 
tions or  anything  else.  You  have  to 
fight  to  get  reservations,  and  you  have 
to  find  a  train  that  goes  out  there  and  if 
I  do  I  will  get  it,  but  there  are  not  any. 
The  bus  service  is  all  interconnected. 
Nobody  goes  from  Charleston,  S.C.,  to 
Mississippi,  and  no  one  from  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  on  the  Mississippi  comes  all  the 
way  to  Charleston,  S.C. 

But  down  in  Atlanta,  where  they  have 
one  of  these  parcel  situations,  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  built  a  facility 
there.  They  are  great  on  cost,  on  build- 
ings, and  if  you  look  at  all  the  money 
spent,  they  are  just  big  realtors.  Of 
course,  that  is  where  the  former  Post- 
master General,  Mr.  Blount,  spent  his 
life  building  buildings  and,  incidentally, 
his  firm  got  $91  million  worth  of  con- 
tracts in  the  construction  of  buildings. 

So  they  built  one  down  there  for  the 
parcel  service,  and  it  cost  them  $35 
million.  They  have  a  daily  volume  down 
'there  of  95,571  pieces,  and  they  have 
549  employees.  That  is  not  a  $14  billion 
corporation,  with  89.3  billion  pieces  of 
mail,  with  1  percent  of  those  going  awry 
causing  millions  of  letters  being  missent. 
I  am  not  talking  statistics,  but  talking 
facts,  I  am  talking  business  judgment 
and  where  business  judgment  was  made. 

A  similar  United  Parcel  Service  went  in 
there  and  they  built  a  facility  that  is 
serving  them  extremely  well.  Rather 
than  $35,585,000,  they  contructed  one  for 
$4,500,000,  one-seventh  of  the  cost,  on  a 
business  judgment,  because  they  have  to 
pay  for  it.  There  is  no  Federal  financing 
bank  to  run  to  and  get  $500  million  as 
the  Postal  Service  did  on  Mav  28  this 
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year,  less  than  90  days  ago.  They  have 
already  been  to  the  Federal  bank  and 
gotten  $500  million,  and  they  come  here 
now  asking  for  $1  billion  more,  and  they 
say,  "We  are  going  to  run  another  deficit 
of  another  $1  billion,  and  over  our  5-year 
history  we  have  gone  $8  billion  in  the 
hole."  And  the  United  Parcel  Service 
built  one  for  one-seventh  the  cost,  and 
rather  than  549  employees,  they  have  619 
employees,  and  their  619  employees 
rather  than  handling  just  95.571  pieces  of 
parcel  post,  they  daily  handle  220,000.  So, 
over  double,  almost  three  times,  the  vol- 
ume at  one-seventh  the  cost.  Those  are 
not  missent  letters  due  to  little  mistakes 
that  are  bound  to  happen.  Those  are  cal- 
culated business  misjudgments  on  be- 
half of  the  Postal  Service. 

Looking  at  how  they  are  being  accused 
now  of  skimming  the  cream,  they  do  not 
just  build  buildings,  they  give  a  pickup 
service.  Of  course,  they  charge  for  it,  but 
they  go  in  and  they  find  customers.  Now, 
nothing  prevents,  under  the  Postal  Reor- 
ganization Act,  the  Postal  Service  from 
going  around  and  giving  a  pickup  service. 
They  used  to  have  one  in  business  areas 
and  everywhere  else.  That  has  been  to- 
tally eliminated.  Windows  have  been 
closed  on  Saturdays  when  working  peo- 
ple get  off  and  get  a  chance  to  wrap  a 
package  and  mail  a  letter.  Maybe  we 
should  not  have  Saturday  deliveries,  be- 
cause they  are  too  costly,  but  at  least  they 
ought  to  have  the  window  open  and  the 
facility  alive  and  doing  business  as  they 
used  to,  and  get  the  package  off.  Windows 
have  been  closed  and  there  are  no 
pickups. 

The  United  Parcel  Service  has  a  pickup 
and  they  have  automatic  insurance.  They 
cover  the  package,  so  you  do  not  worry 
about  some  kind  of  little  limitation  of 
$100.  and  if  it  was  over  $100  then  it  was 
lost.  Mr.  President,  if  you  look  at  Detroit, 
if  you  look  at  Chicago,  and  look  at  the 
bulk  mail  facilities,  I  can  guarantee  it 
will  be  lost  and  it  will  be  destroyed  going 
through  that  machine. 

So  they  are  worried  about  it  and  would 
like  to  have  adequate  insurance.  United 
Parcel  Service  realizes  that  is  something 
desired  by  the  consuming  public  and  they 
give  automatic  insurance.  They  give  easy 
proof  of  delivery,  because,  when  they 
deliver  that  package,  they  do  not  just 
throw  it  off  somewhere  and  then  wrangle 
and  have  an  argument  about  whether  or 
not  it  was  or  was  not  delivered.  They  give 
them  back  a  slip  that  has  been  signed. 
They  give  these  additional  services. 

There  is  no  mystery  and  no  mistake 
in  billions  of  pieces  of  mail  which  are 
being  sent.  This  is  a  business  judgment; 
they  do  not  have  to  hire  consultants. 

An  ordinary  politician  like  myself  can 
ask  around  and  see  they  are  succeeding 
in  what  they  are  doing. 
So  find  what  they  are  doing  and,  if  it 


makes  good  business  sense,  wnicn  ap- 
parently it  does,  emulate  and  copy  what 
they  are  doing  and  provide  the  same 
services  at  the  same  cost.  We  know  they 
have  Federal  financing. 

I  do  not  want  to  put  the  United  Parcel 
Service  out  of  business.  I  do  not  think 
I  have  any  chance  in  this  Congress.  I 
think  the  United  Parcel  Service  will  grow. 
I  do  not  think  I  have  any  chance  with 
the  Postal  Service.  But  I  would,  certainly, 
if  I  were  Postmaster  General,  give  them 
competition. 

To  bring  it  into  focus  at  this  time,  Mr. 
President,  this  is  not  a  casual  proposi- 
tion. We  are  not  in  any  crunch  or  rush 
for  money.  They  just  borrowed  half  a 
billion  dollars.  The  House  has  another 
half  billion  dollars;  it  has  been  tenta- 
tively approved  on  both  sides.  We  can 
give  them  the  necessary  money,  whether 
it  is  a  billion  or  half  a  billion  dollars. 

But,  really,  after  6  years,  August  1970 
to  August  1976,  we  have  to  make  a  form- 
ative judgment. 

I  was  asked  once  earlier  this  morning, 
"How  do  you  go  back  to  what  it  was?" 

I  happen  to  have  been  here.  It  was  not 
that  sorry.  We  were  tired  and,  in  my 
earlier  years  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  at  least 
40  percent  of  my  time  was  on  Vietnam. 
We  were  wrangling  and  moving  uo  air- 
craft carriers  or  battleships.  One  day  we 
were  having  electronic  line  bombing,  or 
no  bombing,  playing  war  on  the  floor  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  for  a  good  6  to  7  years. 

The  judgments  made  at  that  particu- 
lar time  were  that  we  were  spending  too 
much  time  over  appointment  of  post- 
masters and  in  special  interest  groups 
coming  in  here  for  special  postal  rates. 

Mv  particular  amendment  does  not  go 
back  to  the  political  appointment  of  post- 
masters. It  does  not  go  back  to  the  rate- 
making.  We  have  beefed  uo  the  ratemak- 
ing  commission  and  expedited  it.  It  had 
been  delayed  in  the  courts,  but  we  have 
had  that  test  case. 

The  Postmaster  General  and  the  ma- 
jority of  our  Postal  Civil  Service  Commit- 
tee think  that  the  expedited  procedures, 
even  under  the  McGee  or  similar  provi- 
sion under  the  Hollings  substitute,  will 
take  care  of  the  ratemaking.  But  it  does 
say  that  with  all  these  judgments  we 
cannot  come  back  to  Congress  year  in, 
year  out,  asking  as  we  are  doing  this  year 
for  a  public  service  subsidy  of  approxi- 
mately a  billion  dollars,  an  additional 
$1  billion  to  get  solvent,  to  keep  from 
going  bankrupt,  and  $307  million  for  the 
phaseout  of  second-class  mail  rates. 

They  are  asking  for  $2.3  billion  and 
saying,  "All  right,  just  give  us  the  money 
and  don't  ask  any  questions." 

I  do  not  see  how  we  can  continue  to  do 
our  job  after  6  years'  experience — and 
we  oversee  everybody  and  tell  everybody 
how  to  run  an  oil  company,  how  to  fly  a 
plane  or  defend  the  country.  If  you  want 
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to  know  anytnmg,  come  down  nere  to 
the  Senate  floor  and  we  will  tell  you  how 
to  bomb,  or  build  a  bomber,  build  an  oil 
company,  price  gas,  or  what  you  should 
do  for  consumers.  You  will  find  experts 
here  on  anything  you  want  until  it  comes 
to  taking  responsibility. 

When  it  does  that,  what  we  see  is, 
"Let's  get  a  blue  ribbon  commission  and 
that  commission  can  go  ahead  and  cor- 
relate all  these  fine  facts  which  we  do 
not 'have  time  to  do. 

We  just  had  8  months.  Senator  Mc- 
Gee's  bill  was  introduced  in  January  and 
we  have  done  nothing.  We  had  a  year 
and  a  half  to  title  and  number  this  bill, 
H.R.  860&,  and  that  commenced  in  Janu- 
ary. A  year  and  a  half  ago,  and  we  have 
still  done  nothing. 

The  Postal  Service  was  instituted  in 
August'1970.  That  is  6  years  ago  and  we 
have  not  done  anything.  You  can  bet- 
your  boots  that  old  political  axiom  of 
when  in  doubt  do  nothing,  and  stay  in 
doubt  all  the  time,  will  reign  supreme  in 
the  U.S.  Senate.  We  will  tell  every 
cabinet  member  everybody's  finances. 

If  we  sent  OSHA  around  to  the  bulk 
mail  facility  tomorrow  morning,  they 
would  be  closed  down.  They  would  lock 
up  all  the  Postal  Service  employees.  They 
are  all  in  violation.  One  lady  lost  a  leg. 
They  are  unsafe. 

I  think,  not  being  facetious,  maybe  we 
can  get  an  OSHA  amendment  for  the 
bulk  mail  facility  to  see  how  it  would 
work. 

They  would  not  pass  muster.  They 
would  close  them  all  down  and  we  would 
not  have  any  mail  at  all. 

Maybe  that  is  the  way  to  bring  it  to  the 
attention  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stone).  Who  yields  time? 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  been 
listening  with  interest  here  to  my  col- 
league^from  South  Carolina.  I  think  he 
underscores  very  well  not  only  the  dif- 
ferences that  prevail  in  regard  to  how 
best  to  approach  postal  problems,  but 
even  the  uncertainties  and  the  dimen- 
sions of  a  proper  national  postal  service. 

The  shortcoming  of  it  all  is  that  he 
would  propose  a  solution,  his  solution, 
the  kind  of  catch-all  grab  bag  of  pro- 
posals to  plug  up  leaks  in  a  system,  as 
he  sees  it,  that  was  put  together  6  years 
ago. 

God  knows  there  have  been  plenty  of 
leaks,  plenty  of  gaps,  and  we  have  all 
learned  a  little  in  the  6  years  of  postal 
reorganization. 

But  I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  there 
are  many  deep  running  differences  still 
in  the  wisest  way  to  come  to  grips  with 
this  problem.  That  is  the  reason  we  have 
no  business  trying  to  plug  a  hole  here 


and  stop  a  gap  there  and  paten  on  an- 
other proposal  here  from  the  floor  of  this 
body  in  these  closing  days  of  the  session. 

The  Postal  Service  of  the  United 
States  is  too  important  to  our  country, 
to  every  person  in  this  country,  and  it 
ought  to  be  approached  in  a  reorganiza- 
tion updating,  modernizing,  whatever  we 
want  to  call  it,  with  the  kind  of  thought 
and  care  that  the  magnitude  of  that 
service  demands. 

That  is  the  reason  for  the  pending 
proposal  here  on  the  floor,  what  my  col- 
league loosely  calls  the  McGee  bill. 

It  is  a  compromise  measure  to  try  to 
hold  the  Postal  Service  in  a  state  of  rela- 
tive stability  in  regard  to  rates,  in  regard 
to  cutback  in  services,  in  regard  to  small 
post  office  closings,  until  we  get  out  of 
the  hectic,  pellmell  pace  that  this  elec- 
tion year  has  thrust  upon  all  of  us,  one 
way  or  another. 

If  we  can  hold  that  until  the  new  year, 
whatever  that  administration  may  be, 
we  will  then  have  the  report  from  the 
Presidential  commission.  At  that  point, 
with  no  end  in  sight  in  terms  of  the  time 
imposed  upon  the  Senate  for  its  delibera- 
tions the  Congress,  the  elected  repre- 
sentatives of  the  people,  can  work  their 
will  on  a  thoughtfully  put  together  bill 
for  the  postal  system  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  all  the  country  as  a  whole. 

I  think  that  is  the  point  that  is  upper- 
most in  the  consideration  of  the  bill  that 
is  pending  before  this    jdy  today. 

We  have  a  proposal  that  was  worked 
out  very  carefully  with  different  groups 
that  would  approach  the  postal  problem 
on  an  acceptable  hold-the-line  compro- 
mise. If  we  start  at  the  White  House 
end  of  the  street,  we  find  an  adamant 
position  there  in  regard  to  any  kind  of 
public  funds  being  plowed  into  the  Postal 
Service,  including  the  postal  subsidy  con- 
cept. 

I  personally  believe  that  a  substantial 
public  subsidy  in  the  national  interest  is 
a  must  in  the  postal  system.  The  White 
House  disagrees.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  am  wiser  than  the  White  House  or  they 
are  wiser  than  McGee.  In  any  case,  that 
very  point  requires  that  we  take  the  time 
thoughtfully  to  sort  out  the. various  ap- 
proaches to  the  postal  system  and  then 
put  them  together  in  a  collective  effort 
in  the  best  way  we  are  able  to  do.  That 
really  is  what  is  at  stake  here.  We  can- 
not do  it  from  the  seat  of  the  pants  in 
this  body,  in  these  late  hours  of  this  ses- 
sion. We  would  ill  serve  not  only  our  own 
record,  and  we  are  supposed  to  be  re- 
sponsible legislators,  but  most  of  all  we 
would  betray  a  very  much  larger  piiblic 
responsibility  to  try  to  provide  the  best 
Postal  Service  possible. 

I  appreciate  my  colleague's  efforts  to 
try  to  improve  that  system.  He  has  a 
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great  feel  in  his  proDOsa?  which  I  think 
requires  the  most  serious  evaluation.  My 
point  is  it  is  only  part  of  the  input  that 
is  required  before  we  dare  make  a  new 
assessment  at  this  late  hour.  His  is  one 
approach.  There  are  121  approaches,  I 
am  sure,  and  maybe  435,  because  we  have 
that  many  Postmasters  General  in  the 
Congress.  It  is  535  if  we  dare  to  include 
the  Senate  but  I  would  not  include  Sena- 
tors as  Postmasters  General.  They  are 
statesmen  who  simply  are  trying  to  solve 
a  public  problem.  We  have  more  Post- 
masters General  than  we  have  problems 
in  the  Postal  Service.  When  we  run  out 
of  problems,  we  invent  more,  with  loose 
rhetoric,  with  quick  solutions,  and  with 
seat-of-the-pants  judgments. 

What  I  am  saying,  Mr.  President,  is 
it  is  time  that  we  sober  up  on  this  ques- 
tion. It  is  time  that  we  let  the  mantle 
of  public  responsibility  settle  down  upon 
our  shoulders  in  a  way  we  can  look  back 
upon  when  this  year  has  worn  itself 
through  the  electoral  trials  in  both  par- 
ties, and  look  back  upon  it  with  a  sense 
that  we  did  the  wise  thing,  frustrating 
though  it  may  have  seemed  at  the  time. 
That  really  is  what  is  at  stake  in  the 
issue  which  is  pending  here. 

I  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Members 
of  this  body  what  the  GAO  told  the  Con- 
gress, for  those  who  care  to  read  it,  who 
care  to  study  it,  in  an  in-depth  examina- 
tion at  the  request  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  for  an  evalua- 
tion of  the  system.  It  was  a  4-year  study 
into  which  they  plowed  200  man-years  of 
evaluation.  They  submitted  their  report 
to  the  Senate  committee  last  spring. 

Some  of  the  things  they  concluded 
ought  to  at  least  give  us  pause  as  we 
ponder  what  steps  to  take  next  and  what 
kind  of  a  move  we  ought  to  make. 

What  they  told  us  was  that  a  lot  of 
operational  things  had  gone  wrong  in  the 
new  effort  undertaken  6  years  ago.  I 
suppose  the  major  boo-boo  in  the  new 
system  was  indeed,  as  my  colleague  has 
rightfully  pointed  out,  the  bulk  mail  sys- 
tem. That  was  launched  under  the  first 
Postmaster  General  under  the  new  sys- 
tem, Winton  Blount,  and  the  commit- 
ments and  the  contracts  were  made. 

It  was  a  gamble ;  it  was  an  estimate.  It 
was  an  estimate  made  by  the  private  sec- 
tor, and  it  turned  out  to  have  been  a 
wrong  guess.  It  was  a  sincere  guess,  a 
sincere  estimate,  but  I  think  it  did  not 
work  in  the  dimensions  that  had  been 
envisaged.  The  GAO  said  so.  But  they 
also  say  that  the  responsibility  of  the 
Postal  Service  is  so  much  larger  than  the 
handling  of  packages,  many  billions  of 
pieces  larger,  that  it  is  important  that  in 
our  frustration  over  something  that  went 
wrong  we  not  throw  out  the  baby  with 
the  bath.  That  was  their  final  conclusion. 
The  GAO  puts  its  finger  on  something 


else  that  went  wrong  in  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. They  did  not  need  to  tell  us  this,  but 
they  were  able  to  authenticate  the  im- 
pression that  most  of  us  have.  That  is 
that  a  lot  of  mail  was  not  getting  where 
it  was  supposed  to  go;  that  more  mail 
than  before  was  failing  to  get  where  it 
was  supposed  to  go.  They  analyzed  why. 
The  why  was  the  explosion  in  the  volume 
of  mail  between  1964  and  1970,  a  vol- 
ume of  mail  that  jumped  by  billions  of 
pieces ;  that  broke  down  the  Chicago  Post 
Office.  That  had  nothing  to  do  with  post- 
al reorganization.  That  was  under  the 
old  system.  It  had  already  begun  to  hap- 
pen because  of  volume. 

In  an  attempt  to  cope  with  the  volume 
problem,  one  of  the  changes  in  the  new 
system  was  mechanization  in  the  sort- 
ing of  mail,  machines  to  replace  hand 
sorting.  The  machines  are  vast  key- 
boards, as  those  who  have  visited  these 
installations  will  discover  readily,  but  op- 
erated by  a  human  being.  The  missent, 
missorted  mail  jumped  from  about  1.5 
percent  error  when  sorted  by  humans  to 
5  to  6  percent  error  with  the  machines. 
Why,  Because  this  was  a  new  and  sophis- 
ticated technique,  and  the  training  of 
new  personnel  to  operate  these  master 
keyboards  without  human  error  was  a 
rather  torturous  process.  It  has  made  a 
steady  improvement  ever  since,  just  as 
even  McGee  makes  an  improvement  in 
trying  to  operate  a  typewriter.  I  have  my 
words  per  minute  now  up  to  38.  I  used 
to  be  only  20.  If  one  practices,  he  gets 
better. 

That  is  precisely  the  problem  here. 
They  say  the  5  to  6  percent  error  in  sort- 
ing mail  constitutes  the  larger  segment 
of  the  popular  headache  with  the  Postal 
Service.  What  is  their  conclusion  about 
it?  Their  conclusion  is  that  "Without 
the  introduction  of  mechanized  sorting 
there  would  have  been  worse  mail  serv- 
ice because  of  the  avalanche  of  volume, 
sheer  volume,  that  would  have  buried 
the  whole  country's  mail  service  as  it 
buried  the  system  in  the  city  of  Chicago." 
That  is  a  real  problem. 
It  is  nice  to  gloss  over  and  forget  that 
ever  happened,  and  tell  us  what  to  do 
about  the  Postal  Service  now.  The  point 
is  something  is  being  done  about  the 
Postal  Service  in  a  way  that  can  lead 
to  lasting  gains. 

The  error  incident  has  been  falling  at 
steady,  regular  intervals  since  the  insti- 
tution of  the  sorting  machines.  They  still 
have  more  machines  to  put  in.  Many  post 
offices  have  old  plants  that  cannot  absorb 
machines  of  that  dimension.  Those 
changes  are  still  underway. 

It  simply  says  that  each  one  of  those 
changes  is  basic  to  the  success  of  the  sys- 
tem, and  points  steadily  toward  a  lower- 
ing of  the  incidence  of  errors. 
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I  remember  Fred  Kappei,  wno  usea 
to  be  Chairman  of  the  Kappel  Commis- 
sion, who  was  appointed  to  recommend 
dimensions  for  reorganization  of  the 
Postal  Service  back  in  the  1960's.  He  was 
chairman  of  the  board  of  "Ma  Bell." 

He  was  always  prone  to  say  two  things : 
First,  what  an  education  it  had  been  to 
him  to  get  involved  in  the  Postal  Service 
of  the  United  States.  He  recognized  that 
it  was  a  bigger  and  more  complex  prob- 
lem than  any  private  business  had  ever 
had  to  undertake,  with  a  complete 
dimension  of  its  own.  I  think  it  is  well 
that  we  keep  that  in  mind. 

And  he  said  one  other  thing.  He  said, 
"You  know,  with  the  volume  of  mail  that 
we  have  in  this  country,  we  deliver  more 
mail  in  America  than  all  the  rest  of  the 
world  added  together."  Sheer  volume: 
almost  90  billion  pieces.  He  said,  "If  you 
have  a  5-percent  error" — which  he  said 
would  be  a  very  efficient  system  in  the 
private  sector — "you  have  4.5  billion  mad 
people  because  something  did  not  arrive 
on  time,  did  not  arrive  at  all,  arrived 
damaged,  or  whatever  it  was;  but  the 
percentage  of  performance  is  still  in- 
credibly high." 

I  can  recite,  along  with  my  friend 
from  South  Carolina,  all  these  head- 
aches, and  we  have  plenty  of  headaches. 
But  the  point,  Mr.  President,  is  that  we 
are  going  to  have  a  lot  more  headaches, 
we  are  going  to  have  a  whole  mass  of 
pains  and  aches  and  disasters,  if  we  start 
tampering  with  an  institution  that  is 
methodically  building  a  more  effective 
and  efficient  system. 

We  have  gained  a  lot  in  5  years.  We 
have  learned  more  in  5  years,  and  we 
have  a  great  deal  more  yet  to  learn.  But 
I  say  that,  as  we  can  gather  by  looking 
around  this  magnificent  Chamber,  we 
are  not  going  to  learn  it  here  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  and  this  is  no  way  to  be 
engaged  in  a  restructuring  of  the  postal 
system  of  the  United  States.  Responsi- 
bility alone,  election  year  or  no  election 
year,  requires  that  we  take  this  issue  very 
seriously. 

The  GAO's  final  conclusion  on  that 
4-year,  200-man-year  study,  had  two 
other  significant  findings.  First,  how  do 
we  compare  in  our  nationwide  postal  sys- 
tem, in  first-class  rates,  with  the  rest 
of  the  world?  It  is  very  interesting.  Their 
are  few  places  that  have  a  lower  first- 
class  rate  than  the  United  States.  One  is 
Canada,  where  they  have  one  major  rail- 
road all  along  the  border  and  have  all 
the  mail  fanning  out  from  that  par- 
ticular central  spine;  and  the  rate  is 
lower  in  Canada  when  they  deliver  the 
mail.  They  did  not  deliver  any  mail  for 
several  weeks  last  year  because  they  had 
another  problem.  No  mail  was  delivered; 
but  that  is  an  alternative,  to  go  to  the 
Canadian  system. 


Another  nation  with  a  lower  nrst-ciass 
rate  is  the  Soviet  Union.  We  are  told  that 
you  can  send  a  first-class  letter  in  the 
Soviet  Union  for  a  nickel,  every  time 
they  decide  to  deliver.  So  you  can  go  there 
if  you  want  a  better  postal  system. 

But  the  GAO's  final  conclusion  is  that 
among  the  more  advanced  countries  of 
the  world,  those  where  we  can  get  into 
the  country  and  examine  the  details  and 
take  their  records  and  make  an  evalu- 
ation, the  average  first-class  stamp  costs 
21.5  cents. 

Their  conclusion  was  that  a  13 -cent 
stamp  was  a  very  fine  bargain  in  these 
inflated  times.  That  leaves  out  the 
human  factor  of  the  problems  that  may 
cause  individuals  of  very  low  income, 
and  we  are  not  unmindful  of  that;  I  am 
simply  trying  to  place  this  whole  picture 
in  perspective,  Mr.  President. 

We  have  one  of  the  lowest  cost  first- 
class  mailing  operations  in  the  world,  in 
which  the  operation  is  measurable  in 
any  way  or  in  any  significant  dimension. 
But  the  second  conclusion  they  reached 
ought  to  be  of  great  interest  to  our  col- 
league from  South  Carolina,  because  It 
addresses  itself  to  the  manpower  input, 
the  per-man-hour  input  into  the  product 
that  comes  out.  The  conclusion  was 
measured  in  the  only  common  denomi- 
nator in  which  it  could  be  measured: 
How  many  pieces  of  mail  were  carried  or 
delivered,  and  how  many  people  did  it 
take  to  do  the  job? 

The  conclusion  that  the  GAO  reached 
was  that  in  the  United  States  it  took 
8,000  man-years — that  is,  8,000  men 
working  for  a  year  each — to  deliver  1 
billion  pieces  of  mail.  You  interpose  that 
in  our  total  volume,  and  you  get  the  di- 
mension of  the  employment  force  in  the 
Postal  Service— a  little  under  700,000. 

But  the  next  most  efficient  system  in 
the  world,  which  was  Switzerland,  had 
11,000  man-years  for  the  delivery  of  each 
1  billion  pieces  of  mail,  and  the  next  was 
13,000,  the  next  14,000,  and  the  next 
17,000. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  that  the  per 
man  input  into  the  system  in  this  country 
was  the  lowest  in  the  world. 

Before  we  get  all  carried  away  with 
our  rhetoric  and  our  exacerbation,  let 
me  say,  Mr.  President,  that  it  is  time  we 
recognized  that  the  vast  dimensions  of 
our  Postal  Service  requirements  make  it 
almost  a  one  of  a  kind  system.  In  terms  of 
our  fellow  beings  around  the  world,  we 
are  very  lucky  people.  It  is  not  good 
enough  for  us,  because  we  demand  per- 
fection, and  that  is  why  we  will  continue 
to  harangue  and  haunt  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice of  the  United  States.  It  is  every- 
body's fair  game;  when  you  run  out  of 
issues,  you  can  always  berate  the  Postal 
Service  and  get  a  very  warm  response 
back  home.  We  have  all  found  that  out. 
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If  you  have  a  hard  time  getting  a  good 
punch  line,  take  a  crack  at  the  post  office. 
That  is  the  standard  formula  in  this 
election  year. 

Election  shenanigans  and  fun  and 
games  are  one  thing;  but  the  responsi- 
bility for  an  ongoing  Postal  Service  with- 
out interruption  is  quite  another  thing. 
That  is  why  it  imposes  upon  us  in  this 
body  a  special  responsibility  as  we  pon- 
der what  to  do. 

My  friend  from  South  Carolina  put 
together  a  package  of  proposals  on  this. 
He  has  given  a  lot  of  thought  to  it.  So 
have  a  lot  of  other  people — a  great  many 
other  people — and  there  are  many  views 
and  many  different  approaches.  That  is 
why  it  is  imperative  that  we  sort  this 
thing  out.  That  is  why  we  seek  to  put 
together  the  best  that  human  beings  can 
contrive,  in  order  to  make  the  system 
work  better.  And  we  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  do  it  here  on  this  floor,  or  in  the 
remaining  days  of  this  session,  in  an  at- 
mosphere that  is  charged  with  sharp 
political  overtones. 

Our  colleague  from  South  Carolina  has 
included  in  his  proposal  what  used  to 
be  the  so-called  Alexander  amendment — 
it  is  now  the  Alexander-Hollings  amend- 
ment— that  would  return  the  annual 
funding  of  the  Postal  Service  to  the  Con- 
gress. 

Now,  that  is  a  very  appealing  proposal, 
until  you  begin  to  examine  its  conse- 
quences; but  one  of  the  basic  changes  in 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  was  to  get 
it  out  of  the  uncertainty  of  annual  ap- 
propriations, for  one   reason:    No  good 
management  could  plan  with  confidence 
on  capital  investments  or  plant  replace- 
ments, or  updating  a  system  that  was 
rapidly  running  into  the  ground  like  the 
old  "one-hoss  shay."  You  have  to  be  able 
to  knowingly  plan  ahead,  which  cannot 
be  done  without  knowing  what  the  con- 
gressional   appropriation    will    be    this 
year;    and  what  the  appropriation  was 
each  year  was  an  attempt  to  try  to  pare 
it  down  as  much  as  you  could  get  by  with 
for  1  more  year,  and  that  meant  that  we 
always   cut   out   of   it  the  requests  for 
funds  for  post  office  plant  improvement, 
for  building  new  postal  facilities  and  this 
sort  of  thing.  And  a  very  heavy  propor- 
tion of  the  postal  physical  plant  was  as 
much  as  50  years  out  of  date  at  the  time 
that  reorganization  got  underway. 

We  are  returning  to  a  funding  ap- 
proach that  courts  that  kind  of  disaster 
once  again.  We  have  been  there,  Mr. 
President.  We  know  the  cost  of  that.  And 
we  have  to  do  something  better. 

The  Hollings  proposal  does  not.  It  only 
aggravates  that  particular  approach. 

And  with  a  very  telling  point  my  friend 
from  South  Carolina  said: 

We  have  to  put  the  Postmaster  General 
back  In  the  Cabinet  of  the  President  because 


this  Postmaster  General  could  not  even  get 
in  to  see  the  President  of  the  United  States 
after  he  tried  eight  times  in  telephone  calls. 

He  was  referring  to  the  new  Post- 
master General,  Mr.  Bailar,  the  present 
one. 

Let  me  say  to  my  friend  from  South 
Carolina  that  Mr.  Bailar  did  get  in  and 
he  was  able  to  see  the  President  of  the 
United  States  in  a  very  meaningful  way 
for  one  reason:  Because  the  Postmaster 
General  of  the  United  States  is  an  in- 
dependent public  officer  heading  this 
massive  public  agency.  Because  of  that 
he  dared  come  before  this  committee  of 
the  Senate  and  say,  "I  cannot  get 
through;  they  would  not  receive  my  call." 
And  it  did  not  take  very  many  hours 
before  there  was  a  call  once  this  was 
made  public.  The  independence  of  judg- 
ment of  the  Postmaster  General  is  a  very 
important  ingredient  in  this  new  opera- 
tion. 

Senators  know,  with  all  the  great  re- 
spect that  we  attach  to  the  Postmaster 
Generals  that  we  have  under  some  of  our. 
fine  Democratic  administrations,  that 
was  kind  of  their  secondhand  job.  They 
invariably  were  assigned  much  larger 
jobs  from  the  standpoint  of  the  party 
in  power,  whether  it  was  the  Democrats 
or  the  Republicans.  They  were  charged 
with  political  appointments,  with  load- 
ing the  Postal  Service  with  all  of  the 
people  for  whom  sometimes  they  could 
not  find  any  other  place,  with  advising 
the  President  on  political  judgments,  and 
with  sharpening  the  President's  political 
capabilities  around  the  country.  This  was 
true  as  to  both  parties.  The  Postmaster 
General  spot  in  the  Cabinet  was  specific- 
ally an  activist  political  role,  not  a  man- 
agement operational  role  for  a  very 
massive  service. 

Therefore,  I  think  we  ought  to  go  slow 
on  that.  My  colleague  thinks  that  is  go- 
ing to  solve  that  problem,  and  we  have 
an  understandable  and  a  sincere  differ- 
ence on  that,  but  it  again  says  that  is 
why  we  should  not  be  jumping  at  this 
and  throwing  it  out  with  a  swing  of  our 
arms,  saying  this  is  going  to  be  the  an- 
swer. We  need  to  work  the  will  of  Con- 
gress in  thoughtful  and  carefully  exam- 
ined ways  as  soon  as  we  get  back.  That 
is  the  essence  of  the  difference. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  patchwork 
aspects  of  my  colleague's  plan.  He  started 
out  with  the  Alexander  amendment,  hVv- 
ing  Congress  appropriate  annually  all 
the  money,  and  there  was  so  much  flak 
that  came  up  from  that  for  one  basic 
reason:  Because  that  would  impugn  the 
integrity  of  any  collective  bargaining  ne- 
gotiation between  management  in  the 
Postal  Service  and  the  work  force  under 
the  Postal  Service.  One  of  the  great  re- 
forms in  postal  reorganization  was  the 
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first  workable  case  of  collective  bargain- 
ing. That  was  a  major  breakthrough,  and 
it  has  worked  effectively.  Oh,  I  notice 
that  much  later  in  one  of  his  later  ver- 
sions of  his  bill,  to  accommodate  to  all 
the  flak  that  was  flying  around  all  of  us 
here,  he  added  a  little  paragraph  later  on 
in  his  bill  that  said  nothing  in  this  bill 
shall  be  read  to  contradict  or  impugn  the 
rights  of  collective  bargaining. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  what  kind  of  mish- 
mash is  that?  Congress  either  can  ap- 
propriate the  money,  in  its  own  wisdom, 
or  it  cannot.  Or  they  can  collective  bar- 
gain or  they  have  to  wait  and  see  what 
Congress  says  first.  I  say  it  is  important 
that  we  cut  cl^an  the  separation  from 
this  appropriations  uncertainty  and  the 
right  of  collective  bargaining. 

I  think  it  is  worth  notiner  that  after 
the  first  two  sitdowns  in  collective  bar- 
gaining— the  third  one  occurred  last 
year — and  that  collective  bargaining 
agreement  was  held  uo  by  this  admin- 
istration, this  President,  as  an  example 
to  the  private  sector  of  responsible  col- 
lective bargaining  agreements  between 
management  and  labor. 

What  I  am  saving  is  it  has  come  a 
long  way  and  it  is  very  responsible.  But 
these  same  workers  who  have  bargained 
collectively  with  a  great  sense  of  respon- 
sibility are  now  deeply  disturbed  by  the 
implications  of  my  colleague's  proposed 
substitute  for  the  compromise  bill.  And 
that  is  why  they  have  prone  on  record 
against  his  bill,  and  I  sav  it  is  time  again 
that  we  set  the  record  straight.  My  col- 
league did  not  intend  to  misrepresent  it. 

I  received  a  letter  which  was  hand 
delivered  to  me  special  this  morning 
from  the  Rural  Letter  Carriers  saying 
that  they  did  not  appreciate  being  mis- 
represented yesterday  as  having  been  in 
support  of  the  Hollings  bill.  They  are 
not  in  support  of  it.  They  oppose  it.  The 
same  thing  came  from  the  Letter  Car- 
riers, one  of  the  largest  of  the  unions 
in  the  postal  system.  The  same  thing 
came  from  others  in  this  sector,  includ- 
ing the  postmasters.  To  have  it  said  of 
the  postmasters  of  the  United  States, 
NAPUS,  the  National  Association  of 
Postmasters  of  the  United  States,  that 
they  supported  the  Hollings  bill,  turned 
out  fury  that  was  delivered  through  my 
telephone  system  overnight,  and  they 
want  the  record  repeated  here  today  that 
they  oppose  the  Hollings  amendment 
and  that  they  believe  that  the  compro- 
mise bill  is  the  only  one  that  can  hold 
us  together  until  we  reexamine  the  much 
larger  and  complex  picture  more  care- 
fully in  the  spring. 

I  could  recite  all  other  groups,  but  I 
need  not  repeat  that  which  we  talked 
about  yesterday.  I  simply  say  that  the 
misgivings  in  many  significant  parts  of 


our  country  about  a  quicky  approach  to 
the  changes  here  envisaged  or  proposed 
ought  to  give  us  pause  and  slow  us  down 
just  a  little  bit  in  order  to  try  to  be 
responsive. 

Mr.  President,  the  last  of  the  points  I 
want  to  make  now  is  that  the  proposal  of 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  South 
Carolina,  with  all  of  its  sincere  inten- 
tions, will  produce  a  Presidential  veto. 
Then  we  are  back  at  square  one.  And  we 
have  every  chance  to  do  it  the  right  way 
in  February,  March,  April,  whatever  it  is, 
as  Congress  works  its  will  once  the  report 
is  submitted  to  the  White  House  and  to 
the  two  bodies  of  Congress. 

Much  fun  has  been  had  with  another 
blue  ribbon  commission.  Well,  there  are 
commissions  and  then  there  are  com- 
missions. Sometimes  we  have  them  run- 
ning out  our  ears.  But  there  is  a  rather 
strong  and  abiding  belief  that  a  care- 
fully selected  group  of  experts  from 
many  levels  could  render  a  public  serv- 
ice under  the  gun,  as  it  were,  with  the 
heat  of  the  calendar  keeping  them  in  ac- 
tion, and  that  is  the  reason  that  they 
put  a  terminal  point  of  mid-February  on 
such  a  commission  report. 

Mr.  President,  you  and  I  have  been 
through  many  commissions,  I  am  sure. 
We  appoint  a  commission  for  2  years. 
We  spend  the  first  year  appointing  the 
commission,  the  next  6  months  deciding 
what  the  commission  is  going  to  study, 
and  the  last  6  months  the  commission 
gets  down  to  business. 

We  want  no  delays  of  that  type.  This 
problem  is  too  large  and  the  urgency  of 
wiser  solutions  hangs  too  heavily  over 
us  to  play  that  kind  of  delaying  game 
again.  That  is  why  the  time  fuse  was 
added  to  the  proposal.  But  at  the  same 
time  we  put  in  this  compromise  bill  an 
agreed  upon  moratorium  on  the  existing 
Postal  Service  with  the  administration 
downtown  accepting  the  $1  billion  de- 
frayal of  some  of  the  postal  deficits. 

It  does  not  defray  it  all. 

I  do  not  know  where  my  colleague  got 
the  $8  billion  number  he  is  playing 
around  with  as  a  deficit.  It  is  bad  enough 
to  be  $2  billion  or  $3  billion.  It  happens 
to  be  $4.5  billion  in  1977.  But  that  is 
neither  here  nor  there.  It  is  all  hor- 
rendous. After  you  get  past  a  million 
dollars,  it  gets  to  be  pretty  impressive 
stuff. 

The  basic  concept  that  I  believe  to  be 
present  now  is  the  concept  of  what  a 
Postal  Service  of  the  United  States 
should  be.  It  should  be  service.  It  can 
benefit  from  the  expertise  of  improved 
management  techniques,  but  that  never 
should  be  confused  with  a  private  busi- 
ness or  with  profitmaking. 

With  the  expertise  of  good  manage- 
ment to  tighten  the  operation,  the  know- 
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how  to  address  itself  to  this  impressive 
volume  of  mail  responsibility,  I  think  it 
is  impressive  that  we  put  into  the  new 
system  a  floating  subsidy  quotient,  I 
should  say,  to  allow  for  future  inflation- 
ary periods,  because  that  is  what  cuts 
into  the  present  subsidy  so  severely.  We 
nailed  the  subsidy  to  $920  million  in  re- 
organization; $920  mililon  is  aboutonly 
50  percent  of  that  proportion  now,  in 
1976.  Yet,  it  is  still  riveted  at  $920  million. 

Somewhere  along  the  line,  we  should 
be  able  to  arrive  at  a  wise  formula  for 
what  that  percentage  should  be  in  the 
postal  budget.  How  much  is  it  worth  to 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 
have  a  nationwide  postal  system  as  en- 
visaged from  its  inception,  a  system,  as 
George  Washington  said,  that  would  be 
a  chain  binding  our  country  together,  a 
postal  system  that  in  some  25,000  of  the 
30,000  postal  communities  is  the  only 
symbol  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  with  the  flag  above  it? 

This  says  a  great  deal  for  a  country  as 
widely  scattered  as  ours,  as  deeply  di- 
versified as  ours,,  and  as  geographically 
separated  as  ours.  It  means  something. 
I  think  it  is  not  without  point  that  no 
other  postal  system  in  the  world  is  not 
a  government  monopoly,  and  we  should 
not  forget  that. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question?     ' 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  has  been  said  that 
United  Parcel  Service  has  a  more  effi- 
cient operation.  Does  United  Parcel  de- 
liver parcels  everywhere  in  the  United 
States? 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  United  Parcel  Serv- 
ice has  been  a  very  efficient  service  in  the 
areas  that  it  has  creamed  off,  because 
they  are  able  to  take  the  best  of  the  re- 
turns they  can  get,  at  a  price  that  others 
are  willing  to  pay  for  it.  I  think  they 
have  been  a  good  yardstick  for  compar- 
ative purposes.  But,  no,  they  could  not 
deliver  parcels  at  all  the  corners  of  the 
land. 

Mr.  -FONG.  Does  United  Parcel,  for 
example,  use  the  Postal  Service  in  its 
operations  ? 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  United  Parcel  Serv- 
ice has  used  the  Postal  Service  occasion- 
ally. United  Parcel,  for  example,  was  not 
delivering  any  parcels  this  spring  be- 
cause they  were  struck. 

Mr.  FONG.  What  about  a  little  town 
in  Wyoming? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  easier  to  use  parcel 
post  than  it  is  to  deliver  it  themselves 
in  many  cases.  I  am  told  it  has  been 
done. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  other  words,  it  is  like 
an  airline.  An  airline  is  required  by  the 
Government  to  service  various  cities. 
United  Parcel  is  not  required,  like  an 
airline,  to  service  every  city,  every  little 


town,  every  little  village.  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Whereas,  the  post  office 
must  go  into  the  little  towns  and  see  that 
mail  is  delivered  and  mail  is  collected. 
That  is  part  of  the  public  service  charge 
to  which  we  are  now  alluding. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  $920  million  was  the 
amount  that  the  Government  was  ap- 
propriating at  that  time  as  part  of  the 
deficit  in  running  the  post  office. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Indeed.  The  Senator 
makes  a  good  point. 

What  it  really  says  is  that  what  United 
Parcel  is  engaged  in  is  not  what  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  Postal  Service  of  the 
United  States  is.  They  are  two  entirely 
different  things. 

Only  2.8  percent  of  United  Parcel's 
business  in  1975  was  generated  by  casual 
telephone  calls  from  somebody  who 
wanted  them  to  pick  up  a  package,  or 
who  walked  in  with  business.  The  bulk  of 
it  is  commercially  generated  from  busi- 
nesses, piled  up  in  one  place,  and  they  get 
it  out  and  move  it  on. 

So  it  is  a  misleading  analogy  to  draw 
the  comparison  to  United  Parcel.  United 
Parcel  does  good  work  in  its  own  way 
and  in  its  own  place,  but  it  not  the 
Postal  Service  of  the  United  States.  They 
do  not  even  pretend  to  assume  the  re- 
sponsibilities of  the  Postal  Service  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  a  wrong  analogy  to 
draw  in  regard  to  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  FONG.  Would  it  be  like  a  carrier 
picking  out  good  paying  cities  and  flying 
its  airplanes  to  the  big  cities  and  leav- 
ing out  the  small  cities? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes.  That  is  the  real 
effect  of  the  profit  incentive.  You  are 
not  trying  to  go  into  the  hole.  You  are 
not  trying  to  lose  money.  If  you  are  go- 
ing to  give  the  responsibility  that  the 
Postal  Service  has  to  meet,  you  cannot 
penalize  an  individual  because  he  chose 
to  live  in  Spotted  Horse,  Wyo.,  because 
that  happens  to  be  quality  living. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  law  requires  that  the 
Postal  Service  serve  every  individual  in 
our  country. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Every  individual. 

Mr.  FONG.  Wherever  he  iives. 

Mr.  McGEE.  No  matter  what  the  geo- 
graphical location  may  be,  without 
penalty. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  under 
the  present  law,  the  postal  committees 
and  Congress  still  have  oversight  with 
respect  to  the  Postal  Service? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Indeed,  they  do.  Both 
Post  Office  Committees,  in  the  House  and 
the  Senate,  have  that  oversight  respon- 
sibility. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  if  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  wishes  to 
investigate  the  various   criticisms   that 
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have  been  put  forth  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  it  can  do 
so. 

For  example,  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  South  Carolina  says  that  there 
is  excessive  space,  that  there  has  been 
excessive  cost  in  building  facilities,  that 
competitive  bids  have  not  been  given  out, 
that  high  consulting  fees  have  been 
made,  and  that  there  has  been  falsifica- 
tion. If  Congress  wishes  to  investigate 
that,  it  has  the  oversight  power  to  do  so. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Indeed,  it  has. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  need  not  throw  out  the 
whole  postal  organization. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  need  not  throw  out  the 
whole  system  we  have,  in  order  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  some 
of  the  complaints  that  have  been  gen- 
erated against  the  Postal  Service  have 
been  caused  by  the  misdirection  of  mail 
and  the  slowness  of  mail? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  where  at  least 
the  burden  of  the  explosion  comes  from. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  some  of  the  criticism 
against  the  post  office  has  been  because 
of  the  closing  and  consolidation  of  post 
offices. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  One  of  the  big  criticisms 
against  the  post  office  is  that  there  have 
been  deficits.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  correct  that  as 
of  June  30,  1976,  the  operating  debt  of 
the  Post  Office  was  $1.5  billion? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
rate-making  process  was  so  delayed  be- 
cause this  was  a  new  venture,  that  it  took 
a  long  time,  17  months  and  23  months, 
to  have  two  rate  decisions  by  the  Postal 
Rate  Commssion? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes.  The  delay  was  due 
to  the  newness  of  the  Rate  Commission 
rather  than  to  the  mechanism. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  the 
rate  had  gone  into  effect  at  the  time  it 
was  requested,  there  would  be  a  recovery 
of  $1.4  billion? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes.  There  would  have 
been  a  very  slight  deficit — very  slight — 
almost  operating  in  the  black. 

Mr.  FONG.  About  $100  million. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Almost  operating  in  the 
black 

Mr.'  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  the  deficit  could  have 
been  alleviated  if  we  had  had  a  prompt 
rate-making  process  and  the  Commis- 
sion did  not  have  to  go  through  the  long, 
tedious  process  of  trying  to  look  into 
every  phase  of  the  problem  before  it  ar- 
rived at  its  decisions. 


Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  infla- 
tion, rising  labor  costs,  and  very  much 
higher  oil  costs  within  the  last  few  years, 
have  driven  the  cost  of  the  organization 
to  a  point  where  it  has  created  this  dif- 
ference? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Indeed,  it  did  create  the 
difference.  I  think  it  is  important  there 
that  we  put  the  finger  on  why.  Inflation 
hit  everybody.  It  did  not  just  pick  on  the 
post  office;  it  hit  everybody.  When  it  hit 
General  Motors,  they  raised  the  price  of 
their  cars  to  cover  the  inflationary  costs. 
When  it  hit  the  big  food  chains,  they 
closed  down  some  of  their  stores  to  meet 
the  capital  flow  needs  that  inflation  im- 
posed on  them.  But  the  post  office  can  do 
neither  of  those  things.  The  post  office 
has  to  keep  plugging  along  every  day. 
They  do  not  have  the  option  that  those 
other  corporations  have. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  they  close  down,  they 
must  give  comparable  service. 
Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 
Mr.  FONG.  If  they  consolidate,  they 
must  give  comparable  service. 
Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  FONG.  Naturally,  when  you  close 
down  a  post  office,  you  are  going  to  have 
a  postmaster  protesting. 

Mr.  McGEE.  And  whomever  he  gives 
service  to.  But  recently,  we  have  had  an 
operation  that  has  been  surprisingly  ef- 
fective. The  Postal  Service,  in  the  last  6 
months,  has  been  consulting  in  very 
small  post  office  areas  with  the  mail  users 
in  that  area  to  examine  whether  there 
was  not  a  better  or  at  least  equal  alter- 
native in  order  to  save  a  little  money. 
They  found  the  constituents  ratifying 
that  proposal.  The  old  post  office  that  no 
longer  served,  because  it  probably  had 
been  encompassed  by  suburban  sprawl 
that  had  developed  around  what  used  to 
be  a  little  rural  area,  had  gotten  out  of 
date. 

We  had  a  case  like  that  in  Ryan  Park, 
Wyo.,  a  very  proud  little  rural  post  office. 
The  citizens  there  decided  they  would 
get  better  service  with  a  carrier  from  the 
nearby  community  than  the  service  they 
had  been  getting  before.  They  were  mind- 
ful of  the  importance  of  every  little  rural 
post  office  to  the  community  as  a  whole. 
I  think  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
who  is  not  able  to  be  here  this  morning, 
made  an  excellent  point  on  that.  Rural 
America  needs  these  rural  post  offices. 
But  I  think  they  need  them  wisely. 

Under  the  old  system  as  well  as  the 
new,  the  average  closings  of  rural  post 
offices  has  remained  at  a  fairly  constant 
figure — 170  to  185,  usually  no  more  than 
200  a  year.  This  was  under  the  old  sys- 
tem. Because  they  found  the  population 
shifting,  they  found  capabilities  improv- 
ing. This  is  always  ongoing.  It  is  not 
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something  invented  recently. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  postmasters  welcomed 
consolidation. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Some  of  them,  yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  And,  of  course,  some  do  not 
want  it.  Naturally,  for  those  who  do  not 
want  it,  we  are  going  to  have  them  writ- 
ing to  their  Congressmen  or  Senators  and 
objecting. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  think  that  is  under- 
standable. We  would  probably  do  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  majority  of  the  30,000 
postmasters  were  appointed  by  politics. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  Whereas,  since  the  postal 
reorganization,  they  have  been  appointed 
by  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  has  created  a  career 
opportunity  within  the  service  that  is  an 
invaluable  factor.  But  that  invaluable 
factor  of  career  opportunity  is  hinged  to 
the  independence  of  the  agency,  not  by 
linking  it  again  to  Jfte  ups  and  downs 
of  the  political  climates  in  the  Congress 
and  the  White  House. 

Mr,.  .FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
reason  we  went  into  the  postal  reorgani- 
zation in  1970  is  that  Congress  was  un- 
willing to  appropriate  approximately  $6 
or  $7  billion  which  was  needed  for  capital 
improvement? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  was  needed  for  post 
office  building  improvement,  acquisitions, 
capital  investment.  Congress  was  unwill- 
ing to  do  that  because  they  could  put  that 
off  to  next  year  and,  therefore,  appear 
to  be  coming  closer  to  balanciing  the 
budget,  at  the  cost  of  deteriorating 
facilities. 

Mr.  FONG.  Every  year  it  fell  into 
another  year? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  fell  sadly  behind. 

Mr.  FONG.  Until  the  postal  system* 
became  sadly  in  need  of  new  post  offices, 
new  machines. 

Mr.  McGEE.  One  of  the  burdens  of 
this  new  postal  system  was  that  they  had 
to  address  themselves  to  an  accumulated 
problem  over  the  past  20  years  or  so  all 
in  one  year  or  2  years,  or  try  to. 

That  was  an  excessive  burden  at  the 
time.  They  have  had  to  catch  up  to  where 
we  are  now  and  that  pace  is  going  to  be 
rather  vigorous  for  a  few  more  years. 

Mr.  FONG.  Some  of  the  borrowing 
made  by  the  Postal  Service  is  for  capital 
improvements? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Exactly. 

Mr.  FONG.  As  of  June  30,  1976,  the 
Postal  Service  borrowed  $1.5  billion  for 
caDital  improvement? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
Postal  Service  will  borrow  around  $10 
billion  because  we— — 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  have  that  authori- 
zation. 


Mr.  FONG.  To  borrow  up  to  $10  bil- 
lion? 

Mr.  McGEE.  For  capital  improvements, 
yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  there  is  a  difference  be- 
tween what  is  owed  under  operating  ex- 
penses and  what  is  owed  under  capital 
improvement. 

Up  to  $5  billion,  up  to  June  30,  1976, 
was  borrowed  to  build  facilities  or  buy 
machines,  which  were  not  operating  ex- 
penses. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  capital  investment. 

Mr.  FONG.  Whereas  the  operating  ex- 
penses were  $1.5  billion  in  debt. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr  FONG.  If  we  had  gotten  that  rate 
increase  in  time,  we  would  have  been 
able  to  wipe  out  that  $1.5  billion  deficit? 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  So,  from  the  standpoint 
of  financial  responsibility,  financial 
soundness,  the  operating  side  of  the 
postal  system  is  not  bad. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Due  to  the  fact  that  it 
could  have  been  made  whole  if  we  had 
gotten  that  rate  increase. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  Because  we  did  not  get 
that  rate  increase  on  time,  we  are  now 
saying  that,  since  it  was  our  fault,  we 
want  to  provide  the  Postal  Service  this 
$1  billion  to  take  care  of  part  of  that? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  that  not  the  logic  of  it? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  the  logic  of  it. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Postal  Service  has  reduced  the  number 
of  employees? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  has  indeed. 

Mr.  FONG.  Since  the  postal  reorgani- 
zation went  into  effect,  in  fact,  it  has  re- 
duced employees  by  60,000,  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  McGEE.   65,000,  I  am  told. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  was  approximately  730,- 
000  when  the  postal  reorganization  went 
into  effect,  and  now  it  is  around  670,000? 

Mr.  McGEE.  665,000. 

Mr.  FONG.  665,000. 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  have  been  reduced 
by  attrition. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  we  had  not  mechanized 
the  post  office,  we  would  still  have  the 
730,000  employees? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right.  Mechani- 
zation has  made  it  possible  gradually  to 
reduce  the  numbers  through  attrition,  so 
that  nobody  loses  these  jobs,  but  a  job 
was  not  filled  in  those  areas  where  the 
mechanization  made  it  possible  for  fewer 
individuals  to  produce  a  much  larger 
volume  of  work. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  together  with  the  re- 
duction of  the  number  of  employees  by 
65,000,  we  lessened  the  number  of  post 
offices  by  about  1,300. 
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Mr.  McGEE.  Over  that  total  period  of 
time. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  that  has  been  a  saving 
of  around  $671  million  a  year? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Over  the  6-year  period,  it 
will  be  a  $3,355  billion  saving,  which 
would  have  been  a  charge  against  the 
post  office  had  we  not 

Mr.  McGEE.  And  a  charge  against  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  which  we 
would  have  had  to  be  bailing  out. 

Mr.  FONG.  Had  we  not  gone  into 
mechanization. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Let  us  take  the  problem  of 
mechanization.  We  have  these  bulk  mail 
centers,  21  of  them. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  To  have  the  most  efficient 
operation  of  a  bulk  mail  system,  you  have 
to  have  volume. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  essential,  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Therefore,  you  funnel  all 
of  the  parcels  into  this  bulk  mail  system. 
For  example,  suppose  there  is  a  post  of- 
fice in  this  small  town  5  miles  from  an- 
other small  town.  Instead  of  taking  the 
mail  from  the  first  town  to  the  second 
town,  which  could  have  been  done  in, 
maybe,  20  minutes,  you  send  it  to  the 
bulk  mail  center. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  the  parcels  can  be 
gathered  together  mechanically  and  dis- 
tributed. It  may  sound  ridiculous,  but  it 
is  not  ridiculous. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Well,  that  is  the  whole 
theory  behind  it.  It  does  produce  some 
freakish  cases,  but  it  did  before.  Under 
the  old  system,  when  they  did  not  have 
the  advantage  of  mechanization,  when 
they  got  stacked  up  with  a  little  too  much 
mail,  they  would  put  the  mail  bags  on  the 
train  and  send  it  to  the  Pacific  Coast. 
By  the  time  it  got  back  there,  the  jam 
was  relieved.  But  that  was  going  on  all 
the  time.  This  is  designed  to  alleviate 
that  kind  of  problem  happening  again. 

Mr.  FONG.  You  have  to  have  that  kind 
of  problem,  because  you  cannot  run  a 
big  bulk,  efficient  mail  service  through 
machines  without  trying  to  get  all  that 
mail  in. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  that  when  you  send  it 
back  there,  any  man  can  say,  why,  you 
travel  100  miles  for  a  5-mile  delivery  of  a 
piece  of  mail.  That  sounds  ridiculous,  but 
it  is  not  ridiculous. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  time  lapse  on  the  av- 
erage mail  delivery  has  been  cut  con- 
siderably in  these  last  6  years,  overall.  It 
is  the  ones  that  go  wrong  that  we  hear 
about.  But  on  the  overall  average,  the 
time  has  been  cut,  first  by  a  much  larger 
use  of  aircraft  and,  second,  by  overnight 
deliveries,  by  truck  and  whatever  other 


means  is  immediately  available.  This  has 
stepped  up  the  delivery  capability. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  that  regard,  the  post  of- 
fice handles  approximately  89  billion  to 
90  billion  pieces  of  mail  a  year,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  5  percent  of  the  mail  are 
missent,  that  means  4.5  billion  pieces 
have  gone  haywire. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  means  how  many 
letters  you  and  I  get  every  year  of  people 
who  are  mad  at  us. 

Mr.  FONG.  We  do  not  get  a  million 
complaints. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  seems  like  it  some  days. 

Mr.  FONG.  But  it  seems  like  it  with 
everybody  yelling. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  the  post  office  was  99 
percent  efficient,  it  would   still  have 

Mr.  McGEE.  Almost  1  billion. 

Mr.  FONG  (continuing).  900  million 
pieces  of  mail  going  haywire. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  With  millions  of  people 
yelling,  you  can  see  the  criticism  gener- 
ated against  the  post  office.  But  actually 
it  has  been  doing  a  good  job. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  has  been  doing  an  im- 
proving job.  I  guess  it  is  good  compared 
with  perfection. 

Mr.  FONG.  But  it  is  not  perfection. 

Mr.  McGEE.  But  it  is  steadily  im- 
proving. With  all  of  the  things  going 
wrong,  it  is  making  a  steadily  improved 
work  record,  delivery  record  and  man- 
agement record,  and  these  are  impor- 
tant yardsticks  by  which  to  judge  it. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  post  office  has  set  for 
itself  a  standard  by  which  it  delivers  its 
mail.  The  standards  established  by  the 
Postal  Service : 

For  delivery  of  qualified  first-class  mall 
(stamped,  zip  coded  and  deposited  prior  to 
the  last  mall  pickup,  generally  5  p.m.)  are 
as  follows:  Overnight  (except  Sunday)  de- 
livery within  local  areas,  usually  meaning 
a  city's  metropolitan  area;  2-day  delivery 
within  a  600-mile  radius,  and  3-day  delivery 
to  all  other  areas. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  understand  that  since 
these  standards  were  established,  over- 
night local  delivery  has  consistently  been 
achieved  for  95  percent  of  that  mail. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  was  the  last  read- 
ing that  we  were  advised  of  was  about 
95  percent. 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

I  understand  that  the  cost  of  mail  in 
the  United  States  is  much,  much  lower 
than  all  of  the  developed  countries  ex- 
cept Canada. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Canada  has  a  lower  rate 
when  they  deliver  the.  mail,  as  I  sug- 
gested earlier. 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 
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Is  it  not  correct  that  a  first-class  letter 
which  is  sent  through  the  post  office  in 
the  United  States  costs  13  cents? 
Mr.  McGEE.  13  cents. 
Mr.  FONG.  The  cost  for  a  first-class 
letter  in  Australia  is  22.9  cents. 
Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  FONG.  In  Belgium  it  is  16.7  cents; 
in  Canada  it  was  8  cents.  The  post  office 
people   went   on   strike;    the    first-class 
letter  rate  is  now  higher  in  Canada. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  10  cents  now,  I  be- 
lieve. 

Mr.  FONG.  10  cents. 
Mr.  McGEE.  I  think  it  went  up  to  10 
cents. 

Mr.  FONG.  Canada  is  the  only  devel- 
oped nation  which  has  a  first-class  let- 
ter rate  lower  than  the  United  States. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  I  believe  that  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  FONG.  Ours  is  13  cents  and  theirs 
is  10  cents. 

France  is  18  cents;  Japan  is  16.6  cents. 
Mr.  McGEE.  And  going  to  18  this  next 
month,  I  am  told. 

Mr.  FONG.  Going  to  18. 
Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.     FONG.     The    Netherlands    20.7 
cents;  Sweden  23  cents;  and  Switzerland 
15.5    cents;    the   United   Kingdom    17.3 
cents;  and  West  Germany  19.5  cents. 
Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  FONG.  So  compared  with  these 
countries  we  are  getting  cheap  mail;  is 
that  not  correct? 
Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  FONG.  Except  for  Canada. 
Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right.  And  I  men- 
tioned earlier  the  Soviet  Union,  so  they 
can  move  to  the  Soviet  Union  if  they 
want  a  cheaper  rate*.  Again  they  deliver 
almost  every  month  there. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  efficiency  of  the  peo- 
ple in  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  has  in- 
creased. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  efficiency  has  mark- 
edly increased. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  1967  to  move  78.4  billion 
pieces  of  mail  required   115,952  pieces 
per  man-years. 
Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 
Mr.   FONG.   In   1970,   it   was    116,930 
pieces  per  man-years,  and  in  1973,  it  was 
131,079  pieces  per  man-years.  It  contin- 
ues to  be  more  efficient;   is  that  cor- 
rect? 
Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  FONG.   So,   all  in  all,  with   the 
Postal  Service  having  operated  for  only 
6  years,  with  the  tremendous  amount  of 
work  it  has  to  handle,  with  the  com- 
plexity of  the  system,  with  the  conditions 
it  found  itself  in  at  the  time  of  reor- 
ganization in  1970,  it  has  not  done  badly. 
Mr.  McGEE.  It  has  done  better,  let  us 
put  it  that  way.   It  is  constantly  and 
steadily  improving. 


Mr.  FONG.  Yes.  Instead  of  picking  on 
the  postal  system,  we  should  give  it  all 
the  cooperation  we  can.  Why  should  we 
with  one  fell  swoop  of  the  Hollings 
amendment  eliminate  the  postal  organi- 
zation as  we  have  had  it  for  the  past  6 
years? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  think  former  Presi- 
dent Kennedy  had  a  very  excellent  way 
of  putting  that.  He  said,  "Out  in  the  West 
there  is  an  old  expression  that  ought  to 
give  us  pause  and  that  is  we  never  take 
down  a  fence  until  we  find  out  why  it 
was  put  up  in  the  first  place." 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Instead  of  running  around 
wrecking  the  fences,  let  us  try  to  do  that 
in  an  orderly  way  and  measure  it. 

Mr.  FONG.  Because  we  were  in  that 
jam,  in  that  trouble 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG  (continuing).  Because  we 
saw  the  mounting  amount  of  mail  com- 
ing in,  because  we  saw  the  increasing 
costs  and  increasing  subsidies,  we 
thought  this  postal  organization  should 
go  into  effect. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  we  pushed  it  through 
in  1970.  We  have  given  it  6  years  of  ex- 
perience, and  in  the  6  years  of  experience 
we  find  we  have  reduced  the  number  of 
men  in  the  post  office  by  65,000;  we  have 
reduced  the  number  of  post  offices  by 
1,300;  we  have  increased  the  efficiency 
of  our  people  working  in  the  post  office, 
and  they  are  getting  a  higher  salary  than 
they  had  been. 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  have  a  career  op- 
portunity now,  really  a  career.  They  do 
not  have  to  wait  to  see  who  wins  the  next 
election  to  find  out  whether  they  still 
have  a  job. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  still  has  the  oversight  power. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  we  need  not  destroy  the 
postal  system  by  saying  "Bring  it  back 
to  the  Congress,"  where  we  are  going  to 
have  a  lot  of  politics  and  we  will  be  re- 
verting to  the  old  political  system,  aside 
from  and  except  that  we  will  not 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  from  Hawaii 
has  stated  it  very  well. 

Mr.  FONG.  Except  that  we  will  not  ap- 
point the  postmasters. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  I  believe  we  should  give 
it  all  the  help  we  can.  We  should  provide 
them  with  the  $1  billion  that  we  have 
in  this  bill— $500  million  this  year  and 
$500  million  next  year  to  reduce  the  $1.5 
billion  deficit  that  it  was  operating  under 
as  of  June  30,  1976,  and  where  if  the 
Postal  Service  had  been  given  the  rates 
they  had  asked  for,  the  $1.5  billion  would 
not  have  existed. 
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Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  absolutely  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Prom  that  standpoint  I 
think  this  bill  is  very  reasonable,  and  I 
think  it  should  pass,  and  this  amendment 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  not  only  reasonable, 
I  think  what  is  even  more  it  is  respon- 
sible because  it  is  the  best  we  can  do  in 
an  election  year  when  everybody  is  busy 
doing  other  things.  The  continued  reform 
of  the  Postal  Service  and  the  upgrad- 
ing of  it  ought  to  become  a  full-time  job. 

Mr.  FONG.  Before  we  enacted  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act,  we  had  a  lot 
of  hearings. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right,  hours  and 
hours  and  hours. 

Mr.  FONG.  Hours  and  hours  and  days 
and  days  of  hearings. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Hearing  from  all  of  the 
interested  parties. 

But  we  have  not  had  an  hour  of  hear- 
ings on  the  Hollings  amendment,  which 
would  wipe  out  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  we  enacted. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  before  we  do  anything 
along  that  line  we  had  better  listen,  we 
had  better  call  hearings,  we  had  better 
ask  the  people  who  are  interested  in  this 
operation  to  come  in  and  testify. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right.  It  is  not  a  matter 
now  of  trying  to  measure  what  is  popular 
on  the  spur  of  the  moment 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  McGEE  (continuing),  —or  what 
people  are  crying  for.  It  is  a  matter  of 
trying  to  move  with  a  sense  of  responsi- 
bility. That  really  is  the  key. 

Mr.  FONG.  Well,  here  you  have  an  op- 
eration that  takes  into  its  coffers  $15  bil- 
lion and  spends  $15  billion.  This  is  a 
tremendous  corporation  from  any  stand- 
point. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  by  one  little  amend- 
ment coming  in  at  this  time,  without  any 
hearings,  with  no  interested  parties  tak- 
ing part  in  the  hearings,  we  say,  "Let  us 
wipe  it  out."  Is  that  fair? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  not  only  not  fair, 
it  is  very,  very  unwise  and  irresponsible.  I 
just  cannot  see  a  legislative  body  such 
as  ours,  the  greatest  deliberative  body  in 
the  world,  some  cliche 

Mr.  FONG.  And  not  to  deliberate  on 
this. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Not  to  deliberate  on  it 
would  be  a  most  serious  blunder. 

Mr.  FONG.  Because  deliberation  con- 
sists also  of  hearings. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Indeed  it  does. 

Mr.  FONG.  Long  hearings. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Indeed  it  does. 

Mr.  FONG.  Detailed  hearings. 

Mr.  McGEE.  So  that  all  sides,  not  just 
my  side,  but  so  all  sides  can  be  heard. 


Mr.  FONG.  Right,  because  this  is  a 
very  complex  and  very  serious  issue. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  should  be  debated, 
should  be  heard.  All  of  the  witnesses 
should  come  in  and  we  should  listen  to 
them  and  hear  what  they  say  to  us. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  precisely  the  pro- 
cedure that  was  envisaged  in  the  crea- 
tion of  this  body,  and  that  is  why  it  ill 
behooves  us  to  try  to  put  the  whole  sys- 
tem to  the  very  careful  thought  and 
study. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  thank  my  colleague,  the 
ranking  minority  Member  on  the  com- 
mittee. He  has  always  been  extremely 
searching  in  his  examination  of  the  postal 
problems.  He  has  been  a  tower — I  guess 
the  proper  word  is  statesmanship — on 
that  committee. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator,  my  distinguished  leader,  for  the 
very  laudatory  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  my  two  statements  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ments were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Why  the  Hollings  Substitute  for  H.R.  8603 
Should  be  Defeated 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  oppose  Amend- 
ment No.  2201  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollings)  as  a  substi- 
tute for  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  Amendments  of  1976. 

On  June  11,  during  the  markup  of  H.R. 
8603,  Senator  Hollings  submitted  an  amend- 
ment substantially  the  same  as  the  one  now 
before  the  Senate,  and  the  Committee  over- 
whelmingly rejected  it  by  a  vote  of  6  to  2. 
His  amendment  had  its  day  in  Committee 
and  has  been  turned  down. 

The  amendment  should  be  defeated  now 
just  as  it  was  in  the  Committee.  It  has  a 
number  of  basic  defects  which  make  it  unac- 
ceptable. I  will  discuss  these  points  later 
but,  first,  I  shall  set  forth  the  fundamental 
reasons  for  my  very  strong  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

OBJECTIONS    TO    THE    SUBSTITUTE    BILL 

The  Hollings  substitute  bill,  if  enacted, 
would  destroy  the  entire  fabric  of  H_R.  8603. 
H.R.  8603  was  woven  together  as  a  compro- 
mise bill. 

It  is  a  bill  carefully  and  thoughtfully  put 
together,  piece  by  piece,  after  long  hearings 
and  difficult  negotiations. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McOee) 
labored  for  months  to  write  a  bill  which 
could  be  accepted  by  the  Committee  and  also 
by  the  House  Committee  leadership,  the 
Postmaster  General,  the  Office  of  Manage- 
ment and  Budget,  and  the  White  House. 

The  separate  and  often  opposing  points 
of  views  of  the,  parties  had  to  be  resolved. 
This"  took  time,  patience,  and  a  spirit  ol 
conciliation  and  cooperation  among  the 
participants.  As  a  participant  myself,  as  the 
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ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee, I  can  attest  to  the  hard  bargaining 
and  difficult  discussions  that  were  necessary 
to  bring  about  a  meeting  of  the  minds  on 
the  bill. 

Having  developed  a  bill  acceptable  to  the 
principals,  those  who  worked  on  the  legis- 
lation realize  fully  how  necessary  It  is  to 
keep  it  intact  and  how  difficult,  even  per- 
haps impossible,  it  would  be  to  develop 
another  proposal  acceptable  to  all  parties 
concerned,  if  H.R.  8603  were  to  fall  of  en- 
actment now.  It  cannot  be  amended  in  any 
substantive  manner  if  all  parties  to  the 
agreement  are  to  remain  committed  to  the 
bill. 

SUBSTITUTE    BILL    WOULD    DESTROY    H.R.    8603 

The  Holllngs  substitute  has  been  described 
as  a  "wrecking  bar"  approach  to  attacking 
postal  problems.  It  would  indeed  wreck  the 
agreement  reached  on  H.R.  8603.  If  approved, 
the  substitute  amendment  would  undercut 
and  destroy  H.R.  8603. 

The  Hollings  proposal  is  a  radical  depar- 
ture from  the  present  system  created  by  the 
1970  Postal  Reorganization  Act.  I  am  not 
against  changes  but  I  believe  they  should 
be  carefully  and  thoroughly  studied  before 
being  adopted. 

The  substitute  proposal  goes  far  beyond 
emergency  financial  assistance  for  the  Postal 
Service.  It  would  discard  the  present  method 
of  -handling  postal  revenues  and  spending, 
and  would  install  an  entirely  new  system  on 
a  permanent  basis.  It  would  abolish  the 
Board  of  Governors.  It  would  change  the 
method  of  apopinting  the  Postmaster  Ge»- 
eral  and  his  Deputy.  It  would  revamp  the 
organizational  structure  and  salary  levels 
of    the    top    postal    executives. 

All  these  changes  would  be  brought  about 
with  one  broad  sweep  of  a  piece  of  legisla- 
tion which  has  had  only  the  most  cursory 
consideration  by  the  Senate  committee  in- 
volved. No  hearings  have  been  conducted  in 
the  Senate  on  this  far-reaching  proposal. 
No  witnesses  have  been  called  to  testify. 

I,  for  one,  would  like  to  hear  the  views  of 
the  people  and  organizations  vitally  con- 
cerned with  these  sweeping  changes.  How  do 
they  feel  about  this  substitute  bill — the 
Postmaster  General  and  the  postal  manage- 
ment; the  postal  union  leaders  and  their 
rank  and  file;  the  mail  users  across  the 
country;  the  White  House  and  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget? 

If  we  are  going  to  change  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice in  significant  ways,  let's  do  it  with  the 
benefit  of  full  hearings  and  full  considera- 
tion. 

The  Administration  has  made  it  clear  it 
will  not  accept  any  bill  which  makes  basic 
changes  in  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  at 
this  time.  It  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  Hol- 
lings proposal. 

The  Administration's  views  on  postal  legis- 
lation have  been  outlined  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  to  the  Chairman  of 
the  Senate  Post  Office  Committee.  Briefly,  its 
position  is  that  "Since  the  (study)  commis- 
sion is  to  look  into  the  basic  problems  facing 
the  Postal  Service,  there  should  be  no 
changes  in  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
which  preempt  the  Commission's  review  of 
current  postal  policies  or  changes  which 
compromise  the  independent  status  of  the 
Postal  Service  by  placing  restrictions  on 
postal  operating  flexibility  that  are  unac- 
ceptable to  the  Postmaster  General." 


The  Hollings  substitute  is  opposed  also  by 
the  Postmaster  General. 

Since  the  substitute  bill  invites  a  veto,  can 
a  veto  be  overridden?  There  is  scant  possi- 
bility of  such  an  action.  Congressional  com- 
mittee leaders  of  both  parties  in  the  Senate 
and  the  House  are  committed  to  stand  by 
H.R.  8603  and  they  can  be  counted  to  lead 
the  fight  to  sustain  a  veto.  Thus,  the  substi- 
tute bill  is  doomed.  The  net  result  will  be 
that  no  bill  would  become  law  in  that  event. 
In  view  of  the  critical  financial  condition  of 
the  Postal  Service,  it  would  be  disastrous  If 
Congress  did  not  provide  emergency  financial 
relief  soon.  The  Postal  Service  cannot  wait 
until  next  year  for  Congressional  help.  The 
only  postal  relief  bill  likely  to  succeed  In  this 
session  is  H.R.  8603. 

OBJECTIONABLE    PROVISIONS 

Among  key  provisions  of  the  Hollings  sub- 
stitute which  are  unacceptable  are  the  fol- 
lowing : 

1.  Annual  Appropriation  of  Postal  Budget. 
Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1978,  the  substi- 
tute bill  would  require  all  postal  revenues 
to  be  placed  in  the  General  Fund  of  the 
Treasury,  from  which  would  be  appropriated 
annually  such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  op- 
erate the  Postal  Service.  This  provision 
should  not  be  adopted  for  many  reasons: 

First,  it  would  require  Congress  to  review 
every  detail  of  postal  management  and  opera- 
tions. This  would  be  contrary  to  the  purpose 
of  the  1970  Postal  Reorganization  Act  be- 
cause it  would  eliminate  the  independent 
status  accorded  the  Postal  Service  in  the  Act. 
The  net  effect  of  such  a  proposal  would  be 
to  "throw  In  the  towel"  on  postal  reform. 

Second,  the  proposal  would  also  drive  up 
Federal  spending  by  requiring  Congress  to 
appropriate  the  entire  postal  operating 
budget— $15.4  billion  in  fiscal  year  1977. 
Budget  and  spending  ceilings  would  have  to 
make  room  for  this  entire  amount.  Since  all 
revenues  would  go  Into  the  General  Fund, 
postal  managers  would  have  no  Incentive  to 
economize  and  aggressively  to  pursue  reve- 
nue protection  programs. 

Third,  the  proposal  would  make  orderly 
postal  budgeting  Impossible  by  leaving  per- 
petually uncertain  the  level  of  postal  appro- 
priations. 

Fourth,  the  proposal  would  distort  postal 
ratemaking  because  the  level  of  postal  in- 
come would  depend  on  the  uncertainties  of 
the  appropriation  process. 

Fifth,  the  proposal  could  lead  to  arbitrary 
reductions  in  postal  services.  Congressional 
concern  over  Federal  spending  might  lead 
to  haphazard  deletion  of  funding  for  specific 
types  of  services. 

2.  No  Increase  in  Rates  Or  Decreases  in 
Service.  Under  the  Hollings  substitute,  no 
change  in  postal  rates  or  closing  of  small 
post  offices  would  be  allowed  until  the  an- 
nual appropriation  process  begins  in  fiscal 
year  1978.  This  is  a  longer  moratorium  than 
is  specified  in  H.R.  8603,  which  would  extend 
only  to  the  time  the  study  commission  re- 
port Is  submitted  on  February  15,  1977.  There 
is  no  need  to  unnecessarily  extend  the  mora- 
torium beyond  the  time  needed  for  the  com- 
mission to  review  the  current  state  of  the 
Postal  Service's  financial  difficulties. 

3.  Reduction  of  Borrowing  Authority.  Bor- 
rowing for  operating  expenses  under  the 
Hollings  substitute  would  be  limited  to  $500 
million  in  any  one  fiscal  year,  and  each  obli- 
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gatlon  must  be  retired  in  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  it  was  Issued. 

The  level  is  unnecessarily  restrictive.  It 
would  hamper  the  Postal  Service  in  meeting 
unexpected  crises  such  as  an  oil  embargo  or 
a  wage  and  price  freeze. 

It  would  force  the  Postal  Service  to  budget 
more  for  emergency  reserves,  thus  adding 
new  burdens  on  postal  rate-payers.  By 
worsening  cash-flow  problems,  it  could  make 
it  more  difficult  for  the  Postal  Service  to 
meet  its  payroll  on  schedule. 

4.  Presidential  Appointment  of  Postmaster 
General  and  Abolition  of  Board  of  Govern- 
ors. This  would  result  In  a  loss  of  independ- 
ence for  postal  management  and  put  the 
legislative  and  executive  branches  back  into 
-he  business  of  running  the  Postal  Service. 
The  goal  of  political  independence  for  the 
Postal  Service  intended  by  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  would  be  nullified.  The  pro- 
posal to  make  the  Postmaster  General  a  po- 

itical  appointee  would  encourage  partisan 
tampering  with  political  policies,  appoint- 
ments to  key  jobs,  rate  and  classification  re- 
quests, enforcement  of  the  private  express 
statutes,  or  even  the  confidentiality  of  first- 
class  mail.  In  addition,  abolishing  the  non- 
partisan Board  of  Governors,  whose  members 
are  chosen  to  represent  the  Interests  of  the 
general  public,  would  remove  the  buffer  be- 
tween postal  management  and  special  inter- 
ests with  an  ax  to  grind.  It  would  also  make 
rate  and  classification  decisions  of  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  final  without  the  present 
decision  review  function  performed  by  the 
Board  of  Governors. 

5.  Restrictions  on  Executive  Compensation. 
The  substitute  would  severely  limit  both  the 
compensation  and  the  number  of  statutory 
postal  executive  positions.  This  provision 
would  undercut  the  effort  to  attract  and  re- 
tain competent,  highly  motivated  managers, 
requiring  some  officials  to  absorb  significant 
pay  cuts.  It  ignores  the  need  of  the  Postal 
Service,  a  business-type  government  orga- 
nization, to  compensate  individuals  with 
the  special  skills  to  surmount  its  problems. 
It  would  expose  the  Postal  Service  to  the 
same  problems  of  pay  compression,  depressed 
salary  levels,  and  lack  of  incentive  that 
plague  the  present  upper  level  Federal  salary 
structure. 

SUMMARY 

The  proposed  substitute  would  aggravate, 
rather  than  solve,  the  problems  facing  the 
Postal  Service.  It  would  emasculate  the  1970 
Postal  Reorganization  Act.  It  would  destroy 
H.R.  8603,  a  postal  bill  carefully  developed 
and  agreed  to  by  Senate  and  House  com- 
mittee leaders,  the  Postmaster  General,  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  and  the 
White  House.  It  would  contravene  the  agree- 
ment between  the  Senate  Committee  and 
the  White  House  and  it  would  be  vetoed — a 
veto  which  would  be  supported  by  a  bipar- 
tisan coalition  of  Senate  and  House  commit- 
tee leaders  who  are  committed  to  a  fight  for 
H.R.  8603. 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  defeat  the  substitute  amend- 
ment. 

Recognition  for  the  Postal  Service's 
Performance 

The  Postal  Service  has  come  under  severe 
criticism  in  trying  to  cope  with  its  problems. 
But  too  often  its  critics  have  overlooked  or 


downgraded  the  progress  and  improvements 
the  Postal  Service  has  made  since  It  was  cre- 
ated by  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of 
1970.  I  believe  the  Postal  Service  should  re- 
ceive proper  recognition  and  credit  where  it 
has  performed  well. 

The  Postal  Service  recently  assembled  a  re- 
port outlining  its  performance  over  the  last 
five  years.  I  would  like  to  call  attention  to 
some  of  the  highlights  of  this  report. 

1.  Regarding  its  service  performance,  the 
Postal  Service  is  generally  meeting  its  mall 
delivery  standards. 

The  standards  established  "by  the  Postal 
Service  for  delivery  of  qualified  first  class 
mail,  that  is.  first  class  mail  which  is 
stamped,  Zip-coded  and  deposited  prior  to 
the  last  mail  pickup,  generally  at  5:00  p.m., 
are  as  follows: 

Overnight  (except  Sunday)  delivery  within 
local  areas,  usually  meaning  a  city's  metro- 
politan area;  two-day  delivery  within  a  600- 
mile  radius;  and  three-day  delivery  to  all 
other  areas. 

In  view  of  this  statistical  evidence  of  good 
delivery  performance,  why  have  there  been 
so  many  complaints  from  the  public?  There 
are  three  reasons: 

First,  mail  volume  Is  so  large — almost  88 
billion  pieces  per  year  including  50  billion 
first-class  letters — that  even  a  very  small 
errjor  rate  produces  a  substantial  volume  of 
mail   susceptible  to  complaints. 

Second,  first-class  letters,  by  virtue  of  the 
postmark,  contain  highly  visible  evidence  of 
any  delay. 

Third,  as  machine  processing  of  mall 
(which  has  saved  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  in  processing  costs)  has  increased,  so 
has  missent  mall. 

A  major  program  of  machine  modifications, 
operator  training,  and  audits  Is  underway  to 
improve  this  situation.  In  addition,  a  com- 
mitment has  been  made  to  deploy  optical 
character  reading  equipment  replacing  coding 
operators  in  larger  Installations.  This  de- 
ployment will  save  money  and  reduce  the 
error  rate  significantly. 

In  addition  to  delivery  time,  other  impor- 
tant aspects  of  service  performance  include 
the  following: 

The  number  of  delivery  points  for  fiscal 
1976  stands  at  about  76  million,  an  increase 
of  about  14%  over  fiscal  1971,  largely  reflect- 
ing the  growth  of  new  households. 

Window  service  in  the  vast  majority  of 
cases  Is  provided  8!2  hours  each  weekday 
and  on  Saturdays  where  needed. 

The  Postal  Service  now  offers  24  hour 
service  through  1.075  self-service  units  that 
dispense  stamps  and  contain  mail  drops.  In 
1971  there  were  only  565  self-service  units  in 
operation.  * 

At  present  there  are  30,576  post  offices, 
down  1,371  from  the  level  In  fiscal  1971.  As 
an  average,  233  post  offices  have  been  closed 
per  year  from  1972-75  while  an  average  of 
323  per  j'ear  were  closed  In  the  10  years 
prior  to  postal  reorganization. 

2.  As  to  fair  and  reasonable  rates,  U.S. 
postage  rates  compare  very  favorably  to 
other  countries.  With  the  exception  of 
Canada,  where  heavy  wages  increases  may 
change  the  situation,  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
charges  less  for  letter  postage  than  any  of 
the    following   nations:    Australia,    Belgium, 
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France,  Japan,  Netherlands,  Sweden,  Switzer- 
land, United  Kingdom,  and  Western  Ger- 
many. 

The  price  of  postage  takes,  In  most  other 
countries,  a  far  greater  share  of  the  indivi- 
dual's income.  For  example,  in  the  U.S.,  the 
average  worker  must  spend  one  minute  and 
22  seconds  to  pay  for  the  latter  while  in 
Japan,  It  is  3  minutes  and  50  seconds  and 
in  the  United  Kingdom  4  minutes  and  36 
seconds. 

Cost  for  first  class  letter  in  each  country  is 
as  follows:  Australia  22.9c;  Belgium  16. 7c; 
Canada  8.0c;  France  18.0c;  Japan  16.6c; 
Netherlands  20.7c;  Sweden  23.0c;  Switzerland 
15.5c;  United  Kingdom  17.3c;  United  States 
13.0c;  West  Germany  19.5c 

3.  Wages  and  benefits  paid  to  U.S.  postal 
employees  are  comparable  to  those  paid  to 
workers  in  the  private  sector.  Postal  workers 
in  bargaining  units  receive  in  wages  plus 
benefits  $8.05  per  hour  worked  compared  to 
S8.04  for  the  average  private-industry 
worker,  according  to  a  survey  of  67  companies 
conducted  a  year  ago. 

While  postal  salaries  rose  rapidly  in  the 
first  four  years  after  pcstal  reorganization, 
the  rate  has  now  slowed.  A  three-year  collec- 
tive bargaining  agreement  signed  in  August, 
1975  provided  a  fixed  wage  increase  of  slightly 
less  than  4^  per  year  plus  a  cost-of-living 
allowance  that  adds  one  percent  per  hour 
for  every  4  lOths  of  a  point  increase  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index. 

This  contrasts  with  the  Labor  Depart- 
ment's estimates  of  an  average  10.2^  in- 
crease in  wages  in  the  first  year  of  industrial 
contracts  last  year  and  an  average  annual 
increase  of  7.8 %  over  the  life  of  the  contract. 
The  Postal  Service  has  made  substantial 
savings  through  personnel  reductions  over 
the  past  five  years. 

In  Fiscal  1970,  just  before  reorganization, 
the  Postal  Service  had  741,216  employees.  By 
June  this  year,  it  had  reduced  the  number 
of  employees  to  678,949,  or  62,267  fewer  em- 
ployees than  before  reorganization. 

The  Postal  Service  was  thus  able  to  realize 
average  savings  of  $671  million  a  year  for 
each  of  the  five  years,  or  a  total  savings  of 
$3,355  billion. 

4.  Financial  Self-Sufficiency.  As  part  of 
the  statutory  mandate  to  "break  even"  each 
year,  the  Postal  Service  must  estimate  its 
projected  operating  costs  and  revenue  re- 
quirements well  in  advance  and  apply  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  for  rates  at  a  level 
that  will  cover  these  costs  during  the  ap- 
plicable period.  These  projections  are  for 
periods  generally  18  months  or  so  in  the 
future. 

A  deficit  may  result  from  either  unantici- 
pated increases  in  costs,  lower  volumes  and 
revenues  than  forecast,  or  unanticipated 
delay  in  completing  the  rate  proceedings, 
or  from  a  combination  of  these  events.  Over 
the  past  five  years,  the  Postal  Service  has  ex- 
perienced all  three  and  therefore  incurred 
substantial  deficits  over  this  period. 

As  a  result  of  the  continuing  deficits,  the 
Postal  Service  has  been  criticized  for  "in- 
efficiency". A  few  facts  may  help  put  this 
in  perspective.  First,  a  comparison  of  pro- 
ductivity as  measured  by  pieces  of  mail  proc- 
essed per  man-year  before  and  after  postal 
reorganization. 


USPS  Productivity:  1967-76 
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Productivity  Before  and  After 

Reorganization 

[In  percent] 

Increase < decrease  in:  1966-70     1971-75 

Mail    volume —12.3  —2.6 

Clerk-mailhandler     man- 
years    -14.2  -5.8 

Clerk-mailhandler       pro- 
ductivity     (pieces     per 

man-year)    —1.7         -8.9 

Total  delivery  points 

serviced    -8.4         -9.5 

Carrier  man-years —11.4         —4.6 

Carrier  productivity    (de- 
liveries per   man-yean      -2.7       -14.0 

The  substantial  Improvement  in  clerk- 
mailhandler  productivity  can  be  explained'in 
part  by  the  increased  use  of  mechanization. 
The  incidence  of  mechanical  processing  of 
letters  has  increased  from  28  percent  in  fiscal 
1972  to  over  60  percent  today.  As  a  result, 
actual  work  hours  devoted  to  mail  processing 
have  declined  by  more  than  7  percent  over 
the  past  5  years,  representing  more  than  $1 
billion  in  costs  avoided.  In  the  same  vein, 
today,  80  percent  of  carrier  routes  are  mo- 
torized. 
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One  further  way  of  comparing  productivity 
in  the  postal  system  is  to  relate  it  to  per- 
formance in  other  countries,  A  comparison 
based  on  pieces  of  mail  per  employee  shows 
postal  productivity  in  the  United  States  far 
above  other  nations,  including  Canada,  Ja- 
pan, Switzerland,  the  Netherlands,  Australia, 
Great  Britain,  West  Germany,  Prance,  and 
Italy. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  point  regard- 
ing productivity  is  that  it  is  rapidly  reach- 
ing a  point  of  diminishng  returns.  Increased 
mechanization,  improved  methods,  and  great- 
er managerial  skills  are  expected  to  reduce 
man-years  by  about  6  to  7%  over  the  next 
five  years.  However,  this  will  not  be  enough 
to  offset  rapidly  rising  costs. 

The  Postal  Service  will  continue  to  suffer 
severe  financial  strain  in  the  immediate  fu- 
ture and  also  the  effects  of  some  long-term 
problems. 

It  was  to  meet  both  these  needs  that  the 

Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Commit- 
tee reported  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Reorgan- 
ization Act  Amendments  now  being  consid- 
ered by  the  Senate.  The  purpose  of  the  bill 
is  to  provide  temporary  financial  relief  for 
the  hard-pressed  Postal  Service,  while  a  study 
commission  seeks  ways  to  attack  the  longer- 
range  problems  facing  the  Service. 

As  an  emergency  measure  to  reduce  the 
$2,125  billion  operating  indebtedness  of  the 
Postal  Service  through  the  end  of  fiscal  1977, 
H.R.  8603  would  authorize  $500  million  to  be 
applied  against  the  accumulated  operating 
debt  of  the  Postal  Service  as  of  September 
30,  1976,  and  another  $500  million  to  be  ap- 
plied as  of  September  30,  1977. 

The  bill  proposes  the  formation  of  an  in- 
dependent Commission  on  Postal  Service  to 
study  and  recommend  actions  to  resolve  the 
problems  facing  the  Postal  Service.  It  would 
make  recommendations  on  wide-ranging  sub- 
ject areas  and  file  its  report  and  recommen- 
dations by  February  15,  1977. 

While  the  study  commission  is  performing 
its  task  and  before  its  final  report  is  sub- 
mitted, H.R.  8603  would  impose  a  moratorium 
on  postal,  rate  increases  and  service  reduc- 
tions. 

H.R.  8603  is  a  carefully  balanced  and 
thoroughly  considered  measure.  It  has  the 
overwhelming,  favorable  support  of  the  Sen- 
ate Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 
It  has  the  endorsement  of  postal  committee 
leaders  of  the  House.  It  is  legislation  urgently 
desired  by  the  Postmaster  General,  and  by 
nearly  all  the  postal  unions  and  their  rank 
and  file  members,  and  by  the  Administra- 
tion. 

I  wish  to  repeat  the  appeal  I  made  in  this 
chamber  yesterday :  Because  of  the  shortness 
of  time  remaining  in  this  election-year  ses- 
sion of  Congress,  I  hope  every  effort  will  be 
made  to  forego  amending  the  bill  before 
us.  Not  only  will  this  assure  early  enact- 
ment of  H.R.  8603:  this  bill  may  be  the  only 
acceptable  measure,  and  this  is  the  last  op- 
portunity this  year  for  Congress  and  the  Ad- 
ministration to  work  out  vital  legislation  to 
save  the  Nation's  postal  system. 

Therefore.  I  again  stronglv  urge  swift  ap- 
proval of  H.R.  8603 — without  amendments 
from  the  floor. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  remains? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tne  nnai 
vote  comes  no  later  than  2  p.m.,  the  time 
equally  divided. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  means  2  hours  on  a 
side.  I  was  wondering  how  much  time  re- 
mains. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  has  53  minutes  re- 
maining. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Fifty-three  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  has  86  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  before 
I  yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  South  Dakota,  I  wish  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  on  my  time 
about  the  veto  by  the  President. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  Senator  was 
informed  by  the  administration  that 
since  the  passage  now  of  the  Randolph 
amendment  the  deal  is  off? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Whether  they  would  veto 
or  sign  with  the  Randolph  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Since  that  passed 
yesterday,  has  the  Senator  not  also  been 
informed  that  now  the  deal  is  off? 

Mr.  McGEE.  No,  we  have  not  been  so 
informed.  The  only  information  was  that 
because  this  was  not  one  of  the  antici- 
pated proposals  that  was  pending,  the 
Senator's  was  the  main  vehicle,  that  it 
had  not  been  examined,  that  there  is  the 
inclination  also  from  the  Postmaster 
General  that  they  cannot  live  with  it  in 
terms  of  management  planning. 

How  that  comes  out  with  the  President, 
the  recommendation  is  that  may  lead  to 
a  veto. 

I  am  hoping  they  would  reserve  that 
judgment  and  see  how  we  come  along. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  What  did  the  OMB 
tell  the  Senator,  anything  at  all? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  the  amendment 
gives  them  very  serious  misgivings  be- 
cause of  the  management  principles. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Is  the  deal  on,  or  not? 
We  are  telling  everybody — 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  just  told  the  Senator 
that  the  conclusion  was  that  they  were 
going  to  reserve  their  judgment  to  see 
what  happens  now  and  then  evaluate  it 
specifically. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  So  it  could  be  signed 
by  the  President.  They  did  not  tell  the 
Senator  about  an  absolute  veto  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  Randolph  amendment? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  that  was  the  indica- 
tion on  the  idea. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  What  was  the  indi- 
cation? 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  indication  was  that 
this  was  an  interference  with  a  manage- 
ment decisionmaking  operation  in  terms 
of  introducing  more  efficient  operations 
and  that  with  an  independent  agency 
this  runs  violently  against  that. 
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I  suspect  one  of  the  reasons  why  they 
say  they  would  like  to  reserve  that  judg- 
ment a  little  bit  is  that  they  were  im- 
pressed by  not  only  the  eloquence  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  but  the 
overwhelming  vote  of  this  body. 

I  think  they  probably  are  looking  at  it 
in  realistic  terms,  in  that  fashion. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  South  Dakota  such  time  as  he 
desires. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  happy  to  join 
with  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  as 
a  cosponsor  on  the  substitute  provisions 
for  the  Senate  Post  Office  Committee 
bill. 

In  1970,  Congress  passed  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act.  Although  I  was  not 
yet  in  the  Congress  at  that  time,  I  was 
one  of  those  who  shared  high  hopes  for 
reorganization,  and  especially  that  it 
would  lead  to  streamlined  management 
and  better  service. 

We  have  been  disappointed  in  both 
respects. 

I  regard  Postal  Reorganization  as  a 
well-intentioned  experiment  which 
failed.  We  found  from  experience  that 
we  could  not  demand  that  the  Postal 
Service  both  break  even  and  provide  the 
level  of  service  the  public  has  a  right  to 
expect.  We  found  that  turning  the  upper 
levels  of  the  Postal  Service  and  its  Board 
of  Governors  over  to  corporate  executives 
resulted  in  distorted  priorities  and  poor 
decisions. 

We  have  found  that  the  whole  new 
structure  of  the  Postal  Service  is  neither 
fish  nor  fowl,  that  it  is  responsive  neither 
to  public  demands  nor  to  the  market 
economy,  that  it  answers  essentially  to 
no  one  on  both  financial  and  policy  mat- 
ters. 

The  question  before  us  is  what  to  do 
about  what  used  to  be  and  probably  still 
is  the  best  postal  system  on  Earth,  which 
has  recently  discovered  itself,  somewhat 
belatedly,  between  a  rock  and  a  hard 
place. 

There  are  two  questions  for  the  Con- 
gress to  answer.  The  first  is  whether  for 
the  short  run,  the  Postal  Service  meets 
its  budget  through  significant  service 
cuts,  such  as  the  closing  of  small  post 
offices,  the  reduction  in  delivery  and  desk 
hours,  and  the  curtailment  of  special 
services  or  through  a  subsidy  from  the 
Treasury. 

On  this  question,  the  committee  bill 
and  the  alternative  supported  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Holl- 
ings)  and  myself  agree.  We  believe  the 
public  will  not  stand  for  service  reduc- 
tions and  that  the  public  interest  calls 
for  subsidy  over  and  above  the  statutory 
limit  to  continue  these  services. 


Because  there  has  been  some  implica- 
tion that  the  committee  version  of  H.R. 
8603  is  the  only  one  that  will  really  help 
the  Postal  Service,  I  want  to  reemphasize 
that  our  substitute  contains  identical 
rate  and  service-cut  moratorium  provi- 
sions, and  a  short-term  subsidy,  which, 
if  anything,  is  more  generous  and  realis- 
tic in  meeting  the  operating  deficits  now 
faced  by  the  Postal  Service. 

There  is  another  question,  however, 
which  is  at  least  as  important  as  the 
choice  between  reducing  service  and  sub- 
sidizing it. 

That  question  is  who  will  determine 
the  course  the  Postal  Service  should  fol- 
low to  right  itself,  remain  solvent  and 
maintain  and  improve  mail  service  to  the 

public.  On  that  question,  my  distin- 
guished friends  and  colleagues  (Mr. 
McGee  and  Mr.  Fong)  do  not  agree  with 
me  or  with  Senator  Hollings. 

The  bill  brought  to  the  floor  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  says  that  a  5- 
month  Presidential-congressional  won- 
der commission  should  examine  the  past, 
present,  and  {future  problems  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  make  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Congress  for  action  next 
year. 

With  due  respect  for  the  good  will  and 
good  intentions  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  and  to  the  undoubted  integrity 
and  brillance  of  the  members  who  would 
be  appointed  to  the  Commission,  the  so- 
called  Blue  Ribbon  Study  Commission  is 
a  sham. 

It  is  a  sham  because  in  5  months  no 
Commisison  can  do  a  thorough  job  of 
independently  evaluating  the  operations 
and  finances  of  the  Postal  Service.  The 
Commissioners  will  bring  with  them  a 
certain  point  of  view  and  come  out  with 
the  same  one.  Or,  alternatively,  if  the 
Commission  members  have  no  particular 
views  on  what  should  be  done,  they  will 
rely  on  overpowering  dominance  of  the 
Postmaster  General  who  will  serve  on  the 
Commission  and  on  the  staff. 

The  sham  is  that  the  5 -month  wonder 
commission  will  come  up  with  nothing 
new  or  comprehensive,  and  if  their  rec- 
ommendations are  good  ones — and  I  hope 
they  would  be  good  ones— it  will  be 
because  the  Commissioners  or  the  staff  or 
the  Postmaster  General  already  have 
these  good  ideas  and  will  let  the  so-called 
Study  Commission  ratify  them. 

The  establishment  of  a  5 -month  won- 
der commission  is  wrong  for  another  rea- 
son. We  in  Congress  have  a  constitu- 
tional responsibility,  in  article  I,  sec- 
tion 8,  to  "Establish  Post  Offices  and  Post 
roads"— in  other  words  to  establish  and 
oversee  the  postal  system.  Right  here  in 
this  Chamber  there  is  a  blue  ribbon  com- 
mission, which  already  has  a  mandate 
from  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  to  make  the  judgments  necessary 
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to  set  goals  for  the  Postal  Service. 

That  we  have  been  laggard  in  our 
responsibility  of  oversight  does  not 
mean  that  we  should  not  start  at 
at  this  late  date.  If  the  so-called  study 
Commission  report  to  Congress  next 
February,  we  all  know  that  a  debate  like 
the  one  today  will  take  place  again. 
There  is  no  information  so  startling,  so 
unforeseen,  so  compelling,  that  without 
it  Congress  cannot  make  these  decisions. 
Or  if  there  is,  let  us  have  it  now,  rather 
than  later.  Why  waste  the  time  of  10  or 
12  Commissioners,  a  large  staff,  a  pile 
of  lobbyists  trying  to  get  the  Commission 
to  protect  their  interests  and  of  the 
American  people  on  this  sham? 

The  only  reason  I  can  see  for  wasting 
the  time  of  everyone  with  a  Five-Month- 
Wonder-Commission  is  that  it  will  take 
us  until  after  the  election. 

Now,  by  next  February,  I  am  very  op- 
timistic that  we  will  have  a  new  admin- 
istration. I  certainly  hope  we  do.  We 
will  have  a  new  President,  a  new  Direc- 
tor for  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget.  If  the  amendment  passes,  we 
will  also  have  a  new  Postmaster  General. 

Our  new  President  will  understand, 
about  post  offices  in  places  like  Plains, 
Ga.,  and  Pringle,  S.  Dak.  The  new  di- 
rector of  the  OMB  will  understand  that 
being  penny-wise  and  pound-foolish 
with  the  Postal  Service  is  a  mistake  and 
a  betrayal.  Senator  McGee,  Senator 
Hollings,  and  our  other  experts  in  this 
body,  will  take  it  upon  themselves  to 
educate  our  new  President  and  our  new 
administration  about  the  Postal  Service. 

There  is  another  understandable  rea- 
son for  putting  off  the  issue  until  after 
the  election.  That  is  to  buy  time  until 
the  public  is  lulled  into  complacency  by 
the  moratoria,  and  then  lower  the  boom. 
We  all  know  that  the  President,  the  Of- 
fice of  Management  and  Budget  and 
even  the  hierarchy  of  the  Postal  Service 
were  dragged  kicking  and  screaming 
into  the  agreement  negotiated  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  and  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii.  I  think  all  of  us  know  that 
in  their  hearts,  the  current  administra- 
tion would  just  as  soon  see  the  Postal 
Service  twist  slowly  in  the  wind,  so  that 
they  can  repeal  the  private  express  stat- 
utes or  whatever,  and  probably  hope  that 
this  bill  provides  just  enough  rope  for  the 
Postal  Service  to  hang  itself  by  next  Feb- 
ruary. 

On  the  one  side,  we  can  remain  silent 
and  wait  for  a  more  sympathetic  admin- 
istration after  the  election,  or  on  the 
other  side  we  can  remain  silent  and  post- 
pone the  unpleasant  carnage  until  after 
the  election.  That  is  the  choice  this  bill 
presents  to  the  Senate'. 

I  think  that  is  an  insult  to  the  Senate. 

The    U.S.    Senate    is    a    blue-ribbon 


commission.  Here  we  have  a  body  con- 
stitutionally charged  with  responsibility 
for  the  postal  system;  here  we  have  the 
committee,  the  staffs,  the  GAO  audits, 
the  constitutent  mail.  Here  we  have 
everything  we  need  in  the  Senate  to  re- 
examine postal  reorganization,  and  to 
continue  the  good  points  to  change  what 
needs  to  be  changed. 

It  has  been  5  long  years  since  Congress 
had  a  chance  to  say  anything  about 
postal  reorganization.  The  Senate  as  a 
whole  has  had  no  chance  at  all.  Five 
more  months  will  not  straighten  things 
out  on  their  own.  Five  years  could  not  do 
it.  It  is  our  job — the  Senate's  job — to  get 
a  hold  on  this  situation.  The  public  ex- 
pects it,  the  Constitution  demands  it,  and 
it  is  long  past  time  that  we  reviewed  the 
Postal  Service  operations  and  give  our- 
selves a  mechanism  to  do  so  regularly. 

Postal  reorganization  has  not  resulted 
in  either  more  efficient  management  or 
better  service  to  the  public. 

It  was  based  on  the  assumption  that 
mail  volume  would  continue  to  increase. 
Mail  volume  is  declining.  It  was  based  on 
the  assumption  that  politics  was  the 
cause  of  most  of  the  postal  problems. 
Politics,  of  a  different  order,  remains  and 
the  problems  do,  too.  Reorganization  was 
based  on  the  assumption  that  the  Postal 
Service  should  be  responsible  only  to 
good  business  sense,  represented  by  the 
Board  of  Governors.  It  has  demonstrated 
what  I  consider  mediocre  business  judg- 
ment, and  an  insensitivity  to  public  con- 
cerns in  which  no  business  would  take 
pride. 

T  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table 
from  the  annual  report  of  the  Post- 
master General,  1974-75  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.  It  shows  the 
distribution  of  employees  in  1971  at  the 
beginning  of  postal  reorganization  and 
what  it  is  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 
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Mr.  ABOUREZK.  The  figures  are  ex- 
traordinary. They  show  an  increase  of  14 
percent  in  headquarters  personnel.  The 
increase  in  what  they  describe  as  "re- 
gional and  other  field  units  reporting  to 
headquarters"  is  an  astronomical  136 
percent. 

During  the  same  5  years,  the  number 
of  postmasters  increased  by  thirty-five 
one-hundredths  of  1  percent,  the  num- 
ber of  clerks  and  mail  handlers  declined 
by  .twenty-seven  one-hundredths  of  1 
percent  and  the  number  of  city  carriers 
-increased  by  fifty-seven  one-hundredths 
of  1  percent.  Rural  carriers  decreased  by 
ninety-seven  one-hundredths  of  1  per- 
cent. 

This  is  a  devastating  picture.  While 
changes  in  number  of  operational  per- 
sonnel are  down  slightly,  though  negligi- 
ble, there  has  been  a  ballooning  at  the 
top,  and  especially  at  a  new  level  hardly 
imagined — regional  office  bureaucracy. 

At  the  same  time  we  saw  1,200  post 
offices  close — a  4-percent  reduction  in  5 
years — it  took  twice  as  many  people  to 
administer  the  Postal  Service.  If  this  is 
businesslike  management,  I  fear  for  the 
future  of  American  business. 

Probably  the  major  innovation  in  the 
past  5  years  has  been  the  bulk  mail  sort- 
ing machines  and  the  mechanization  of 
mail  handling.  This  has  been  a  decidedly 
mixed  blessing. 

A  recent  General  Accounting  Office 
study  confirmed  what  many  of  us  and 
our  constituents  knew  from  empirical 
evidence.  The  error  rate  of  missing  or  lost 
mail  has  tripled  to  about  6  percent  of 
total  mail  volume.  While  the  average  or 
typical  letter  gets  to  its  destination 
marginally  faster  under  the  new  system, 
it  has  three  times  more  chance  of  being 
misdirected.  Because  of  centralization,  it 
also  creates  the  anomaly  of  having  mail 
to  a  neighboring  town,  or  in  some  cases 
to  a  recipient  in  the  same  town,  go  50  or 
100  miles  to  sectional  center  to  be  thrown 
in  with  other  mail,  re-sorted  and  re- 
turned to  its  destination  very  near  its 
point  of  origin.  In  rural  States  like  South 
Dakota,  intrastate  mail  takes  a  tortuous 
course  and  the  benefits  of  the  so-called 
improvements  are  not  widespread. 

All  of  this  innovation  was  paid  for 
on  the  basis  of  a  projected  increase  in 
mail  volume,  which,  we  subsequently 
found  out,  would  not  take  place.  The 
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Postal  Service,  like  everyone  else,  is  en- 
titled to  honest  errors  and  miscalcula- 
tions, but  this  does  not  strike  me  as  a 
glowing  example  of  efficient  manage- 
ment, which  deserves  a  vote  of  confi- 
dence from  the  Congress  and  the 
American  public  when  it  asks  for  subsidy 
dollars  with  no  strings  attached. 

Perhaps  even  worse  is  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  gone  out  of  its  way  to  an- 
tagonize, alienate,  and  ignore  the  people 
it  employs  and  the  people  it  serves. 

Although  a  court  order  requires  con- 
sultation with  customers  affected  by  a 
small  post  office  closing,  the  question- 
naire universally  used  to  solicit  public 
opinion  deliberately  misleads  the  re- 
spondents into  believing  that  they  can- 
not opt  for  maintaining  the  status  quo, 
that  closing  is  a  foregone  conclusion. 

Often  the  postmaster  is  informed  of 
management's  plans  when  his  or  her  su- 
perior shows  up  unannounced,  offered  a 
transfer  which  by  postal  rules  the  post- 
master cannot  refuse,  and  then  surrepti- 
tiously surveys  individuals  trying  to  get 
them  to  sign  a  form  approving  the 
change  management  has  in  mind,  with- 
out allowing  the  opportunity  for  any 
rebuttal  or  consideration. 

If  a  firm  in  the  private  sector  used 
these  "sales"  tactics,  they  would  be  re- 
ported to  the  Better  Business  Bureau.  If 
it  were  a  monopoly,  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  should  investigate.  But  this 
is  not  in  the  private  sector.  It  is  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  which  is  running  rough- 
shod over  its  employees,  customers,  and 
all  standards  of  fair  play. 

The  Postal  Service  resolutely  main- 
tains that  they  want  to  provide  "equal 
or  better  service,"  that  service  cuts  are 
in  the  public  interest.  If  that  is  true, 
why  does  every  action  aim  at  deceiving, 
cajoling,  or  outsmarting  the  public? 
Why  do  they  not  tell  it  straight? 

Why  do  they  not  tell  the  people  which 
post  offices,  or  at  least  how  many,  they 
plan  to  close?  Why  do  they  not  tell  us 
what  instructions,  criteria,  or  memo- 
randa they  have  given  to  their  field  peo- 
ple on  which  to  base  postal  closing  rec- 
ommendations? Why  in  developing  the 
postal  closing  policy  did  they  never  con- 
sult with  any  residents,  businesses,  offi- 
cials, or  representatives  of  small  towns 
and  rural  areas  to  get  their  reactions 
and  suggestions  for  this  method  of  "im- 
proving" rural  service? 


One  woman,  who  has  been  fighting 
with  her  neighbors  to  save  the  post  office 
in  her  small  town,  wrote  me  about  a 
meeting  with  a  postal  official  who  said 
that  in  spite  of  the  court  order,  in  spite 
of  the  unanimous  feelings  of  the  custom- 
ers, there  was  absolutely  no  way  to  con- 
vince him  to  reconsider  his  decision  to 
recommend  closing  of  the  post  office, 
and  concluded  the  meeting  by  saying 
that  he  was  rather  proud,  because  he  had 
never  lost  a  postal  closing  recommenda- 
tion case. 

The  woman  wrote: 

If  this  is  the  way  our  government  operates, 
why  don't  we  move  to  Spain,  where  the 
weather  is  beautiful  and  a  dictator  makes  all 
the  decisions? 

The  Postal  Service  is  accountable — to 
the  board  of  governors.  The  chairman  of 
the  board  of  governors  is  M.  A.  Wright, 
who  is  also,  it  so  happens,  the  chairman 
and  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Exxon 
Corp. 

Most  people  in  this  country  realize 
what  the  big  oil  companies  are  doing  to 
the  public,  but  not  too  many  of  them 
realize  where  the  Postal  Service  is  get- 
ting its  inspiration  for  doing  the  same. 
If  we  want  a  Postal  Service  which  has  to 
answer  to  the  head  of  Exxon,  and  an- 
swers the  questions  of  the  business  execu- 
tives at  the  Economic  Club  of  Detroit,  we 
should  support  the  McGee  bill. 

But  if  we  think  the  Postal  Service  must 
respect  the  needs  of  the  average  family, 
the  farmer,  the  worker,  the  widow,  those 
who  receive  more  mail  than  they  send, 
we  must  support  the  amendments  to 
make  the  Postal  Service  accountable  to 
the  people,  to  the  Congress  and  to  its 
customers. 

We  would  abolish  the  board  of  gover- 
nors, which  is  a  useless  appendage  and  a 
poor  substitute  for  oversight.  We  would 
make  the  Postmaster  General  answerable 
to  the  President  for  his  actions  and  to  the 
Congress  for  his  budget  decisions. 

We  can  and  must  have  both  efficient 
management  and  responsiveness  to  the 
public  needs.  Congress  should  be  more 
than  a  noisy  lobby,  trying  to  wheedle 
considerations  for  the  home  folks.  None 
of  us  is  so  foolish  that  we  want  to  wreck 
the  Postal  Service,  politicize  it,  make  it 
inefficient. 

It  is  already  doing  that  to  itself.  We 
do  not  want  patronage;  we  do  not  want 
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open-ended  subsidy;  we  do  not  want  to 
keep  open  every  post  office  serving  three 
customers.  What  we  want  is  a  Postal 
Service  that  once  again  sees  its  duty  as 
delivering  the  mail,  respecting  the  public, 
willing  to  defend  its  policies  and  priori- 
ties before  the  Congress,  the  administra- 
tion, and  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Allen)  .  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  first, 
I  thank  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
South  Dakota.  He  has  been  a  leader  in 
the  concern  that  all  of  us  have.  I  will 
be  more  explicit  when  the  distinguished 
chairman  returns  .to  the  Chamber. 

Quickie  amendments  and  a  quickie 
approach?  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
all  Senators  over  the  past  6  years  have 
been  listening  to  complaints  trying  to 
study,  trying  to  fathom,  and  trying  to 
solve  some  of  these  problems.  The  Sen- 
ator from  South  Dakota  has  come  for- 
ward in  support  of  what  we  have  worked 
out  as  a  very  comprehensive,  very  de- 
liberate, very  well-studied  solution  to 
this  particular  problem.  It  is  not  a 
quickie  thing  or  a  political  thing.  It  is 
an  effort  on  behalf  of  a  substantial  num- 
ber of  Senators  to  be  responsible  and 
to  face  up  to  our  responsibilities. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  I  have  been  hearing 
the  distinguished  chairman  say  that  this 
is  a  quickie  amendment  and  we  should 
study  it  and  have  hearings.  I  seem  to- 
recall  a  couple  of  points.  No.  1,  our  friend 
from  South  Carolina,  chairman  of  the 
Post  Office  Subcommittee  of  the  full 
committee,  has  never  been  allowed  to 
hold  hearings  on  this  question  in  the 
last  several  years. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Second,  at  the  same 
time  the  Postal  Service  and  the  admin- 
istration were  telling  the  chairman  and 
the  committee  that  they  were  going  to 
ease  off  the  political  pressure  by  not 
closing  up  any  more  small  post  offices,  a 
regional  post  office  director  in  South  Da- 
kota called  a  meeting  in  a  small  town 
and  announced  the  closing  of  five  more 
post  offices. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  This  is  the  kind  of 
thing  we  are  faced  with. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  am  addressing  my  comments  to  a 
document  entitled  "Errors  in  Senator 
Hollings'  letter." 

I  forward  this  document  to  Senator 
Moss  so  we  can  discuss  it. 

I  ask  Senator  Moss,  is  that  a  document 
of  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee,  a  document  of  Senator 
McGee  and  Senator  Fong? 


Mr.  MOSS.  In  response  to  the  question, 
I  am  sure  I  have  no  ready  answer  since  I 
have  seen  it  for  the  first  time.  I  would 
doubt  it  is  from  the  committee.  Other- 
wise, I  might  have  been  aware  of  it.  I 
know  nothing  about  its  authorship.  I  as- 
sume, therefore,  it  was  prepared  by  one 
who  is  opposed  to  the  Senator's  point  of 
view. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  quite  obvious. 

Will  the  Senator  hand  it  to  Senator  Fong 
and  ask  him  if  he  is  familiar  with  that 
document,  if  he  has  seen  it  before?  I  have 
just  received  a  copy  of  it  myself. 

It  parallels,  in  large  fashion,  some  of 
the  arguments  made  by  the  chairman  a 
few  moments  ago  which  we  will  now 
answer. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  have  not  seen  this  docu- 
ment before. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator.  This  is  the  way  the  Sen- 
ate works.  If  we  take  time  to  get  a  live 
quorum  to  come  in  and  only  answer  mo- 
mentarily and  go  about  their  business, 
no  one  listens.  The  Postal  Service,  I  un- 
derstand, prepared  this  document.  We 
will  try  to  find  out  who  prepared  the 
document.  Then  the  Service  runs  around 
to  the  several  Senators  talking  about  er- 
rors in  the  letter. 

It  is  very  interesting  that  the  Post- 
master General  and  the  Postal  Service 
would  come  out  with  so-called  errors  that 
the  crisis  is  not  really  financial,  stating 
that  my  letter,  which  I  had  documented 
and  mailed  around  to  all  Members  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  is  inaccurate  in  misunder- 
standing about  the  financial  figures. 

I  had  simply  taken  those  financial 
figures  from  the  committee  report.  It  is 
very  interesting  that  they  say  that  "The 
Senator's  letter  is  inac urate,"  but  they 
do  not  say  that  the  committee  report, 
Mr.  President,  is  inaccurate.  Because  I 
am  quoting  from  the  committee  report, 
"Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976,"  submitted  by  Mr. 
McGee,  from  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service,  which  states,  on 
page  2: 

If  it  were  truly  a  business,  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  would  be  bankrupt.  At 
its  inception  in  July  of  1971,  the  Service  had 
assets  of  $3.4  billion,  with  a  capitalization 
balanced  between  liabilities  of  $1.7  billion 
and  equity  of  $1.7  billion.  It  will  end  fiscal 
year  1977,  in  the  absence  of  relief,  with  an 
accumulated  deficit  of  approximately  $4.5 
billion  and  it  already  has  negative  equity. 

So  I  am  only  quoting  just  exactly  what 
they  said  there.  Since  there  is  a  state- 
ment prepared  by  the  Postal  Service  and 
the  Postmaster  General  to  say  that  we 
are  inaccurate,  we  can  only  go  to  the 
Postmaster  General's  testimony  in  a 
hearing  before  the  committee  on 
March  29  of  this  year,  on  page  23. 1  quote 
from  the  testimony  of  Postmaster 
General  Bailar : 
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We  have  the  capacity  of  being  effectively 
rendered  insolvent  within  the  course  of  a  year 
if  the  Treasury  were  ever  to  choose  not  to 
loan  us  any  more  money  from  the  Federal 
Financing  Bank. 

So  if  the  Treasury  decided  not  to  lend 
them  the  money,  they  would  be  bank- 
rupt. This  takes  me  to  the  point  of  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii,  about  this  money 
being  used  to  build  buildings,  when  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is  they  have  been 
using  the  majority  of  the  money  for 
operating  expenses.  There  is  only  $1.5  bil- 
lion of  the  projected  $4.5  to  $5  billion 
deficit  by  the  end  of  this  next  fiscal  year, 
only  $1.5  billion  of  that  has  been  for 
buildings.  Talking  about  quickies,  talk- 
ing about  politics,  talking  about  mislead- 
ing, I  was  quoting  the  man  who  testified 
to  Senator  Fong  at  that  hearing,  and  I 

am  quoting  Mr.  Anderson  from  the  GAO, 
on  that  exact  amount. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sena- 
tor will  yield,  I  was  referring  to  June  30, 
1976.  That  was  $1.5  billion  in  operating 
debts,  and  $1.5  billion  which  was 
borrowed  for  capital  expenditures. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  All  right.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  turning  now  to  the  hearings, 
which  show  Senator  Fong  questioning 
the  witness  on  February  16  and  20,  on 
page  47.  Mr.  Andrson  is  testifying: 

Their  planned  borrowing  will  come  to  $5 
billion  that  they  will  have  outstanding  in 
debt  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1977.  Septem- 
ber 30,  1977,  that  is,  including  a  net  of  pay- 
back of  $604  million  between  now  and  then, 
but  in  any  event,  they  will  have  $5  billion 
of  debt  that  the  organization  will  be  saddled 
with.  That  is  really  going  to  impact  on  their 
operation  at  thaT  point,  and  you  might  as 
well  write  off  self-sufficiency,  unless  you  give 
them  some  help. 

Then  Mr.  Anderson  states,  on  page  63 : 
Over  the  next  18  months  they  intend  to 
borrow  another  $1  billion  for  operating  costs, 
and  to  me  they  are  really  mortgaging  the 
future.  That  is  a  violation  of  the  basic  tenets 
of  good  business,  as  you  are  well  aware, 
borrowing  money  to  pay  your  operating  costs 
especially  if  it  is  long-term  money,  and  they 
have  already  rolled  over  some  of  their  short- 
term  notes. 

Then,  at  the  top  of  page  50  of  the  same 
hearings,  Mr.  Anderson,  the  expert  from 
GAO,  answers: 

That  is  right,  sir.  In  effect,  the  money  that 
the  Postal  Service  is  borrowing  from  the 
Federal  Government  are  Federal  expenses. 
This  is  really  a  Federal  organization,  and 
those  moneys  are  being  expended  to  operate 
it. 

It  is  a  question  of  whether  you  appropri- 
ate it  annually,  or  whether  you  are  using 
your  borrowing  authority  from  the  Treasury. 

That  is  the  crux  of  the  matter.  You 
either  go  over  to  the  Treasury  and  keep 
borrowing,  or  you  come  to  Congress  and 
keep  borrowing.  We  know  the  Postmas- 
ter General  said  eight  times  he  tried  to 


get  either  the  Director  of  Management 
and  Budget  or  the  President  of  the 
United  States  on  the  telephone  eight 
times,  without  success.  And  when  it  was 
finally  printed  in  the  New  York  Times, 
that  is  when  they  answered  the  tele- 
phone— it  is  a  question  of  whether  we 
take  my  amendment,  or  take  the  stickup 
amendment,  Senator  McGee's  amend- 
ment, in  the  nature  of  a  substitute.  The 
McGee  amendment  says,  "Give  them  the 
money  and  don't  ask  any  questions." 

Now  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii,  if  he  has  a  question. 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  as 
of  June  30,  1976,  there  was  a  $1.5  billion 
operating  indebtedness? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  That  in  the  transitional 
period,  that  is,  July,  August,  and  Sep- 
tember, they  will  have  a  debt  of  $125 
million? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right.  That  is 
what  they  project. 

Mr.  FONG.  Then,  in  fiscal  1977,  that  is, 
from  October  1,  1976,  to  September  30, 
1977,  they  expect  to  be  in  debt  again  by 
$500  million? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  No,  they  have  pro- 
jected another  billion- dollar  deficit  for 
next  year.  The  Postmaster  General 
testified  to  that. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  that  the 


Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Wait  a  minute.  What 
the  Postmaster  General  testified  was 

Mr.  FONG.  Well,  I  will  get  to  that. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  All  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  there  will  be  $2,125 
billion  in  operating  indebtedness  as  of 
September  30,  1977. 

Now  let  us  get  to  the  capital  expendi- 
tures, money  borrowed  to  build  facilities. 
$1.5  billion  up  to  June  30,  1976.  They 
will  borrow  in  the  transitional  period — 
that  is,  July,  August,  and  September  of 
this  year — $375  million.  And  then,  for 
1977,  they  would  borrow  a  billion  dollars. 

So  this  would  bring  it  up  to  $2,875 
billion  borrowed,  as  of  September  dOr 
1977,  but  they  will  pay  back  $67  million 
in  1977,  so  there  will  be  capital  expendi- 
tures owing,  that  is,  debt  due  to  capital 
expenditures,  of  $2,808  billion. 

So  if  you  added  together  that  operat- 
ing debt  of  $2,125  billion  up  to  Septem- 
ber 30,  1977,  and  the  $2,808  billion  for 
capital  expenditures,  you  have  approxi- 
mately $5  billion. 

So  you  have  to  divide  that  into  operat- 
ing debt  and  capital  expenditures.  To 
say  that  they  are  $5  billion  in  the  hole 
is  not  a  true  picture. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Well,  the  Senator  just 
got  to  the  $5  billion.  I  thought  his  arith- 
metic was  working  very  well.  The  Senator 
got  the  $5  billion,  the  witness  from  the 
GAO  got  the  $5  billion,  and  I  got  the  $5 
billion  the  same  way. 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes.  But  almost  $3  billion 
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of  that  is  borrowed  to  build  facilities.  The 
asset  is  there.  It  has  not  run  away. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Now,  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  does  not  consider  May  28, 
1976,  just  less  than  90  days  ago,  when 
they  borrowed  an  additional  $500  million 
from  the  Federal  Financing  Bank.  They 
did  not  come  to  Congress;  they  just  went 
down  to  the  bank. 

And  when  they  borrowed  that,  they 
rolled  over,  not  only  borrowing  $500  mil- 
lion, but  they  rolled  over  a  note  that  was 
due  for  an  additional  $200  million.  They 
really  renegotiated  an  added  loan  of  $700 
million. 

We  talked  about  their  testimony  in 
February  and  March,  but  their  activity 
in  May  and  the  Postmaster  General's  tes- 
timony said  they  would  go  into  the  hole 
this  year  another  billion  dollars  or  more, 
and  another  billion  next  year.  It  is  rea- 
sonable to  assume  that  it  will  be  at  least 
another  $3  billion.  But  let  us  take  Sena- 
tor Fong's  testimony  of  $2,125  billion. 
Two  billion  dollars  in  operating  deficits 
is  not  a  small  amount.  We  provided  $10 
billion  so  there  would  not  be  a  hiatus. 
Congress  said  that  with  that  added  $5 
billion  and  the  $125  million,  we  could 
balance  the  budget  by  asking  the  Post 
Office  to  wait  another  year  for  their 
money. 

I  was  on  the  committee  at  that  time, 
and  we  debated  it.  The  $10  billion  was  a 
kitty  for  capital  improvements  and  not 
for  operating  expenses — certainly  not  for 
operating  expenses  6  years  after  the 
enactment  of  the  bill  in  August  1970. 

To  come  up  to  the  admitted  figure  of 
$2.1  billion  in  operating  expenses  with 
no  idea  what  they  are  going  to  do  next 
is  fiscal  irresponsibility.  It  is  like  the  gen- 
tleman from  the  GAO  said  that  he  cer- 
tainly would  not  put  any  money  at  all  in 
that  kind  of  business  if  he  were  in  busi- 
ness. He  said: 

But  I  know  one  thing.  I  thought  to  myself 
this  morning  that  if  I  was  a  private  investor 
and  this  organization  had  to  survive  on  its 
own,  I  do  not  think  I  would  put  a  dime  In  it. 
It  would  have  to  live  on  other  resources. 

That  is  what  the  GAO  talked  about. 

They  come  around  here  with  all  these 
GAO  reports.  They  say  how  grand  and 
splendid  it  is  that  everyone  is  happy,  and 
what  have  you.  The  GAO  witness  says: 
"Do  not  put  a  dime  in  it.  It  is  broke." 

The  Postmaster  General  says  that  he 
would  be  insolvent  had  he  not  borrowed 
the  money  and  could  continue  to  borrow 
it  and,  if  they  cut  him  off,  then  he  is 
broke. 

Then  they  come  up  with  the  smear 
sheet  at  the  last  minute  talking  about 
inaccurate  statements  when  we  are  only 
quoting  the  Postmaster  General  and 
quoting  the  committee  report. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  get  on  to  some  of 
these  other  points  that  were  made.  The 


Senator  from  Hawaii  is  still  exercisea 
about  that  United  Parcel  Service,  and 
they  had  quite  a  nice,  delightful  dialog 
congratulating  themselves  as  being 
statesmen,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
and  the  Senator  from  Hawaii,  and  said 
that  United  Parcel  Service  could  not 
deliver  parcels  everywhere,  that  they  just 
took  little  specific  pieces  and  creamed 
them  off. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  United  Par- 
cel Service  is  subject  to  lawsuits  and  they 
could  not  do  as  the  Postal  Service  does 
and  take  all  the  packages  and  break  them 
all  up  and  throw  them  in  the  corner.  In 
fact,  it  has  exercised  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  so  much  that  he  has  an 
amendment  to  deal  with  this. 

So  if  you  are  going  to  operate  a  pri- 
vate business  and  you  take  my  package, 
break  it  up,  and  throw  it  around,  and  I 
go  ask  about  it  and  they  say,  "go  see 
somebody  else;  we  are  a  private  service; 
we  cannot  talk  to  you,"  there  is  no 
service  at  all  in  that.  One  cannot  sub- 
ject the  Postal  Service  to  lawsuits. 

The  Unitel  Parcel  Service  can  be  sued, 
and  of  course  they  respond.  But  if  we 
had  lawsuits  against  the  Postal  Service 
for  missent  packages,  then  that  Postal 
Service  crowd  would  all  be  really  behind 
bars.  I  can  tell  Senators  that  right  now. 

I  have  given  the  facts  about  the  excel- 
lence of  the  United  Parcel  Service.  I  have 
given  their  capital  investment,  how  they 
handle  the  volume,  how  they  have  a  cer- 
tain number  of  employees  in  order  to 
handle  it,  showing  one-seventh  of  the 
cost  right  there  in  Atlanta.  They  are  not 
creaming  off  anything.  In  fact,  it  sounds 
like  pretty  good  skimmed  milk  which  is 
rather  sturdy,  full  of  protein  and  r\o 
cream.  When  they  build  a  building  to 
handle  almost  three  times  the  volume  at 
one-seventh  of  the  cost,  that  is  not 
creaming.  They  are  making  sound  busi- 
ness judgments  and  giving  that  service. 

With  respect  to  collective  bargaining 
about  which  we  were  misled,  I  wish,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  were  still  here, 
that  he  would  come  back  in  the  Chamber, 
because  we  only  have  limited  time,  and 
he  is  the  chairman  handling  his  bill.  I 

quoted  two  groups  on  yesterday.  I  quoted 
from  the  statement  which  was  made.  I 
read  it,  and  it  is  not  misquoted.  I  read  it 
from  the  Laborers  International  Union, 
where  they  stated  in  their  testimony  on 
April  26,  1976,  at  our  hearing: 

Abolishing  the  board  and  having  the  Post- 
master General  appointed  by  the  President 
and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  needs  to  be  one 
of  the  first  actions  of  Congress. 

That  is  what  the  Laborers  Interna- 
tional Union  of  North  America  said.  The 
gentleman's  name  is  Mr.  James  J. 
Lapenta,  Jr. 

I  did  not  say  that  he  endorsed  the  Hol- 
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lings  substitute.  I  just  said  he  said  tnat 
it  was  the  first  order  of  business. 

Going  further  from  that,  we  hear  now 
of  the  Alliance  and  Industrial  Labor 
Union.  I  have  their  statement  of  July  23, 
where  they  say,  amongst  other  things: 

The  failure  of  the  Senate  bill  to  require 
annual  authorization  of  all  Postal  Service 
funds  and  Presidential  appointment  of  the 
Postmaster  General  subject  to  Senate  con- 
firmation will  semlngly  be  a  fatal  mistake, 
and  now  you  are  urged  to  have  such  a  pro- 
vision Included. 

That  is  what  we  have  in  our  substitute 
amendment  here. 

I  did  not  say  all  of  labor  was  behind  us. 
But  we  know  labor  has  become  a  mix,  as 
Senator  Jackson  found  out  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania. 

How  could  any  southern  Governor, 
coming  from  a  right-to-work  State  and 
having  voted  for  the  right- to- work  law, 
get  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  and 
carry  Pennsylvania  with  all  of  organized 
labor's  leadership  for  Senator  Jackson, 
and  take  it?  He  took  it  with  labor  voters. 
That  is  what  he  did. 

I  think  we  have  learned  to  look  objec- 
tively as  to  what  labor  says  and  what 
labor  does  not  say  down  the  line. 

I  am  only  citing  those  two,  and  it  was 
not  misleading.  And  I  resent  the  implica- 
tion that  the  Senator  made  that  I  mis- 
led. I  am  quoting  exactly  what  they  have 
said. 

With  respect  to  the  matter  of  collective 
bargaining,  let  me  tell  Senators  here  and 
now  that  there  is  one  way  Congress  could 
impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract.  They 
could  do  that  by  simply  not  appropriat- 
ing any  money.  That  is  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  law.  We  have  legal  opin- 
ions. We  have  the  legal  opinion  as  to  our 
particular  amendment  where  we  had  un- 
der section  5 : 

Nothing  contained  herein  shall  be  con- 
strued to  Impair  the  obligation  of  employ- 
ment contracts  that  the  Postal  Service  has 
entered  Into  with  Its  employees,  and  nothing 
contained  herein  shall  be  construed  to  Im- 
pair the  authority  of  the  Postal  Service  to 
collectively  bargain  employment  contracts 
with  its  employees  as  provided  in  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act." 

Nothing  could  be  more  clear.  Under  the 
Illinois  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
Rock  Island,  and  Pacific,  294  U.S.  648, 
we  see  that  although  the  Constitution 
does  not  expressly  prohibit  Congress 
from  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts, it  has  been  held  that  Congress 
may  not  act  directly  and  independently 
upon  a  specific  contract  to  impair  the 
obligation  or  rights  thereof. 

Everyone  knows  that.  Obviously,  with 
the  oversight  provision,  we  cannot  tell 
what  a  future  Congress  would  do,  but 
we  can  only  tell  what  we  are  doing  now. 

I  put  in  $1  billion  to  make  sure  that 
the  present  contract  was  lived  up  to,  the 


contract  on  this  second  year,  duly  en- 
tered into  by  the  Postal  Service  and  the 
bargaining  unions,  calls  for  an  8.3-per- 
cent increase.  So  someone,  could  well 
argue,  maybe  in  4  or  5  years  from  now, 
Congress  will  only  give  Federal  em- 
ployees a  5-percent  increase.  What  a 
Congress  will  do  in  the  future  is  best 
told  by  what  a  Congress  has  done  in  the 
past.  If  this  Congress  acts  on  our  substi- 
tute amendment  we  will  be  giving  that 
8.3-percent  increase  because  we  will  be 
giving  them  $1  billion  in  money  to  pay 
for  it.  The  way  to  impair  that  obligation 
is  not  to  give  them  any  money.  So  if  Con- 
gress does  not  give  them  any  money,  and 
the  administration  indicates  they  do  not 
need  any  money,  and  they  did  not  have 
it,  the  Postmaster  General  says,  if  he 
cannot  borrow  he  is  insolvent.  Then  how 
do  they  pay  their  contract?  It  is  im- 
paired.  That  is  the  way  to  impair  it. 

So  let  us  get  out  of  the  fuzzy  area 
talking  around  in  a  circle  because  we 
considered  this,  we  talked  to  the  attor- 
ney for  the  union,  and  we  drew  this  sub- 
stitute amendment  with  this  particular 
thing  in  mind. 

Mr.  President,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  started  talking  about  lackeys, 
and  the  fact  that  the  Postmaster  General 
did  finally  get  in  to  talk  to  the  President 
about  this.  The  Senator  will  remember 
the  eight  times  he  called  on  the  telephone 
and  could  not  talk.  But  the  chairman 
said  the  Postmaster  General  could  talk 
to  that  President  in  the  Oval  Office,  since 
he  was  not  in  the  Cabinet,  he  was  not  a 
lackey.  Ergo,  Secretary  Kissinger,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  must  be  a  lackey,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  under  the 
chairman's  view,  must  be  a  lackey,  or  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  Mr.  Elliot  Rich- 
ardson, must  be  now  a  lackey. 

I  do  not  think  Cabinet  members  are 
lackeys.  I  do  not  think  by  putting  the 
Postmaster  General  as  a  Presidential  ap- 
pointment with  confirmation  by  the  Sen- 
ate he  becomes  a  lackey. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  he  becomes  a 
Cabinet  officer. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  The  fact  is,  when  the 
Senator  comes  back — unless  the  Senator 
from  Utah  wants  to  answer  for  him — I 
have  committee  print  No.  1,  dated  Janu- 
ary 12,  a  bill  introduced  by  Mr.  McGee, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service,  which  reads  on 
page  14  at  line  15: 

"The  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Postal 
Service  is  the  Postmaster  General  appointed 
by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate." 

He  provided  for  the  same  thing.  But 
now,  when  we  come  to  debate  the  amend- 
ment, he  says  he  is  a  lackey  and  he 
should  not  be  appointed.  The  chairman 
should  see  his  original  bill. 

Now  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  has  left. 
I  do  not  know  whether  we  should  have  a 
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live  quorum  or  not.  I  know  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  is  not  going  to  get  into 
this.  If  he  does,  I  would  appreciate  it, 
because  the  inference  here  is  that  what 
we  have  is  a  tricky  amendment,  that  this 
is  a  big,  mammoth  organization.  They 
have  a  $14  billion  budget  and  672,000  em- 
ployees and  1  percent  mistakes  in  mis- 
sent  letters,  and  we  should  not  be  excited. 

I  got  into  the  business  judgments,  and 
I  listed  the  problems  of  mail  carriers  and 
elimination  of  services.  I  had  a  study  of 
how  they  handled  their  vehicles,  and 
their  falsification  of  records. 

Does  the  Senate  know  what  the  Post- 
master General  did  in  November  of  1974? 
He  gave  amnesty.  No  one  else  in  Govern- 
ment has  been  able  to  give  amnesty,  but 
the  Postmaster  General  had  to  do  it 
because  so  many  of  his  employees  were 
falisfying  too  many  records. 

However,  we  went  into  all  those  things, 
and  then  the  idea  was  put  forth  that  we 
should  not  have  this  substitute  amend- 
ment, because  it  is  a  little  tricky  thing, 
and  we  should  get  a  blue  ribbon  commis- 
sion and  get  us  past  the  election  and 
come  back. 

If  I  were  chairman  of  the  major  com- 
mittee and  the  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Postal  Operations  put  in  a 
bill,  as  I  did,  S.  718,  in  February  of  last 
year,  that  called  for  measures  like  the 
House  has  voted  upon;  namely,  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  Postmaster  General, 
limits  on  borrowing,  on  annual  authori- 
zation for  public  subsidy,  the  expediting 
of  the  ratemaking  process — not  the  po- 
litical appointment  of  postmasters,  not 
getting  into  the  ratemaking,  just  the 
expediting — I  would  give  it  a  little  con- 
sideration. Zilch.  Zero.  No  hearing.  Every 
time. 

Suppose  one  is  tne  chairman  of  a  sub- 
committee in  the  U.S.  Senate  and  that 
committee  had  not  met  in  5  years.  He 
would  have  to  explain  that  to  the  public, 
would  he  not?  They  are  just  finding  out 
about  it.  The  public  does  not  realize  it. 

I  began  to  resent  the  idea  that  we 
could  not  even  have  hearings  on  the  bill. 
They  do  not  give  you  the  hearings,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  on  the  other  hand 
they  say,  "We  have  to  have  hearings.  We 
don't  want  to  do  tricky  things  and  every- 
thing else."  They  give  you  the  double 
treatment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  double  wham- 
my. 

Mr.  HOLUNGS.  I  have  never  seen 
such  a  thing.  And  they  call  me  quicky 
and  political.  I  do  not  come  up  for  re- 
election until  1980.  I  do  not  need  this 
for  a  headline.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
would  like  to  be  giving  out  good  govern- 
ment awards  to  the  Postal  Service  for 
excellent  service  rather  than  bililons  for 
a  deficit.  It  would  please  me  no  end  if 
the  Postal  Service  had  been  successful,  if 


it  had  worked  out.  There  might  be  a  few 
kinks  here  and  there.  But  it  is  a  disaster. 
Everybody  knows  that. 

So  we  offer  an  amendment.  The  House 
acted,  and  when  they  acted,  they  did  so 
in  very  deliberate  fashion.  They  came 
over,  and  I  counseled  with  some  of  my 
colleagues  on  the  House  Post  Office  Com- 
mittee. Mr.  Alexander  took  the  leader- 
ship, and  there  were  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr. 
Jenrette,  and  Ms.  Schroeder.  Four  of 
them  already  said  categorically  that  they 
are  going  to  stand  fast. 

I  met  with  the  leadership  over  there. 
There  is  talk  about  a  veto  by  the  Presi- 
dent. What  worries  me  is  a  veto  by  the 
other  body.  On  September  29,  they 
passed  this.  Then  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming introduced  his  bill  as  a  substitute 
amendment  for  the  House  action.  He 
does  not  want  us  to  amend  anything, 
but  he  wants  to  amend.  He  says:  "Stick 
'em  up.  Give  me  your  money,  and  don't 
ask  questions."  That  is  all  his  amend- 
ment does. 

After  the  House  tried  that  last  sum- 
mer, on  September  29,  after  a  vote  of 
267  to  113,  does  the  Senate  know  what 
the  committee  chairman  did  over  there? 
He  put  the  bill  back  in  his  committee 
and  started  lobbying.  He  called  in  all  the 
unions,  the  Postal  Service,  the  White 
House  interest  groups  and  everybody: 
Chicken  Little,  the  sky  is  falling.  Then 
he  took  the  bill  out  and  he  got  beaten 
again,  on  October  30.  That  is  how  de- 
liberate it  was.  That  was  not  a  quickie. 
This  House  bill  has  been  before  us. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  put  in  his 
bill  in  January.  We  have  had  8  months 
to  consider  this.  Instead  of  considering 
it,  or  anything  like  that,  he  spent  all  his 
time  running  around  seeing  fellow  col- 
leagues in  the  Senate,  and  said:" 

Don't  do  anything.  It's  a  worked  out  bill. 
Anything  else  would  be  vetoed.  We  don't 
want  to  hear  about  any  complaints.  Get  us 
past  the  election  and  we'll  come  back  next 
year. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  says: 
That  will  be  your  headache,  not  mine,  be- 
cause I  will  be  gone  at  that  time. 

He  intimates  that  we  might  have  to 
extend  the  time  for  the  commission.  But 
he  will  be  gone. 

Then  he  has  the  audacity '  to  come 
here  to  talk  about  a  political  amend- 
ment and  how  political  we  are,  how  ir- 
responsible we  are,  characterizing  by 
way  of  a  substitute  the  deliberate  action 
by  the  House  and  the  consideration  of 
last  year. 

The  House  did  have  hearings ;  they  had 
months  of  hearings.  After  their  hear- 
ings, they  had  full  debate,  and  they 
pulled  the  bill  back  into  committee  and 
then  reworked  the  body  and  the  mem- 
bership, with  all  the  lobbyists,  and  went 
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back  on  the  floor  again,  and  again  they 
had  a  vote.  This  is  the  action  taken  which 
is  being  described  as  political,  as  a 
quickie,  and  as  irresponsible. 

They  also  stated  here — and  we  will 
have  to  tie  ourselves  in  our  chairs — that 
to  have  this  amendment  now,  with  no 
hearings,  gives  us  pause.  This  is' a  mam- 
moth thing,  to  have  a  quickie  amend- 
ment with  no  hearings.  They  are  telling 
that  to  the  gentleman  who  has  been  ask- 
ing for  hearings. 

In  1971,  they  said: 

Walt  a  minute.  You're  a  new  subcommittee 
chairman.  Don't  get  all  excited.  Give  the 
private    corporation    a    chance. 

So  we  finally  got  some  hearings  in 
1972  or  1973,  and  we  had  2  days  with 
the  Postmaster  General.  He  was  running 
around,  trying  to  get  the  rugs  on  his  floor 
and  his  new  kitchen  set  and  hiring  top- 
flight personnel.  All  one  needs  to  do  is 
not  listen  to  Senator  McGee  or  Senator 
Hollings.  All  one  is  required  to  do  in  this 
debate  is  to  get  a  copy  of  the  annual 
report.  It  will  show  actually  what  this 
crowd  did. 

Look  at  the  annual  report.  All  one  has 
to  do  is  to  look  at  the  balance  sheet  on 
the  back  page.  Everybody  can  read  the 
annual  report.  I  wish  we  had  this  year's 
annual  report. 

Here  is  big  business  going  to  get  rid  of 
all  those  politicians  sitting  around — 
Larry  O'Brien  and  Marvin  Watson  and 
all  those  other  politicians.  So  Kappel,  the 
big  telephone  man  from  AT  &  T,  was  go- 
ing to  come  in  here  and  put  in  good  busi- 
ness procedures.  So  they  just  took  the 
2,611  managers  and  increased  that  to 
2,988  and  increased  their  pay  all  over  the 
lot.  I  am  telling  you  right  now,  it  was 
terrible.  The  Senator  and  I  could  not  pay 
them  politically,  because  they  make  more 
than  Senators  and  we  would  not  want 
to  pay  them  that.  We  know  that. 

We  got  to  the  regional  and  other  field 
units.  They  increased  employees  to  13,- 
615  from  5,761.  Can  you  imagine  that? 
More  than  double. 

The  Postal  Inspection  Service  staff 
doubled  from  2,500  to  5,610.  Then,  they 
have  eliminated  50,000  employees,  the 
mail  carriers,  like  a  trucking  service  just 
doing  away  with  the  trucks.  They  got  in 
a  bunch  of  management  consultants, 
supervisors,  sales  personnel,  advertising 
executives,  auditors,  and  accountants, 
we  got  in  everything  in  the  world  ex- 
cept trucks.  That  costs  us  too  much,  to 
run  trucks,  so  we  get  rid  of  the  trucks. 
Here  we  get  rid  of  the  letter  carriers. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 
Mr.  HUMPHREY.  This  is  about  what 
happened  with  Amtrak  and  ConRail. 
Mr.    HOLLINGS.    Exactly.    And    you 


know  what  that  railroad  fellow  did?  He 
came  in  and  bought  himself  a  $5,000 
membership  to  Burning  Tree  Country 
Club.  Then,  since  he  was  living  in  Wash- 
ington, D.C.,  he  said  his  $63,000  salary 
was  not  enough;  he  had  to  embellish  it 
with  $26,000  more.  That  is  what  they  call 
railway  service.  One  of  the  key  words  in 
Government  today  is  "service."  If  you 
do  not  want  to  get  service,  call  it  a  serv- 
ice, have  it  instituted,  and  take  it  out  of 
politics. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  They  will  not  even 
answer  the  phone.  Does  the  Senator  not 
know  that  postmasters  in  all  States  were 
not  allowed  to  talk  to  us  until  this  year? 
Does  he  not  know  it  was  against  the  rule 
to  talk  to  a  Senator?  They  had  an  un- 
written rule.  Talk  about  silence  at  West 
Point.  Your  postmaster  could  not  talk  to 
you.  And  they  called  that  service. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  had  an  op- 
portunity to  listen  to  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina.  Of  course, 
those  remarks  are  buttressed  by  my  great 
respect  for  his  sense  of  integrity  and  his 
knowledge  of  this  matter.  Without  going 
into  all  the  details,  I  just  make  one  ob- 
servation: When  the  Postal  Service  was 
established,  it  seemed  that  it  was  going 
to  be  the  great  new  way  of  handling  the 
postal  needs  of  our  people.  There  was  all 
this  hue  and  cry  about  getting  the  Post 
Office  out  of  politics,  that  is  true.  And 
almost  everybody  was  for  the  Postal 
Service.  Now,  after  several  years  of  this 
experience,  I  think  one  fact  stands  out: 
regardless  of  how  bad  the  politics  of  the 
postal  service  may  have  been  back  in 
earlier  days,  they  delivered  the  mail. 
What  is  more,  they  delivered  it  at  a 
whole  lot  less  cost. 

The  present  Postal  Service  is  really  a 
nightmare  of  mismanagement.  It  just 
does  not  get  the  job  done.  Every  Senator, 
if  he  is  honest  with  himself,  knows  how 
long  it  takes  to  get  a  letter  from  his  con- 
stituents here  to  Washington,  D.C.  We 
should  reestablish  the  Pony  Express. 
Really,  they  could  run  it,  actually,  with 
marathon  runners.  The  Greek  that  ran 
from  one  place  to  another  to  tell  that  the 
Spartans  were  coming  could  have  done  it 
quicker  than  some  of  these  present 
routes.  This  is  regrettably,  while  humor- 
ous, a  fact,  a  sad  fact.  But  I  do  not  believe 
the  problems  lie  with  postal  employees. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  It  is  a  sad  fact. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  amount  of  time 
to  get  a  letter  from  Washington  to  New 
York  is  unbelievable.  And  they  say  they 
do  it  all  by  air  mail.  They  must  be  flying 
it  on  the  backs  of  wounded  pigeons.  What 
do  they  mean,  air  mail?  It  is  just  out- 
rageous. 

What  is  more,  this  business  of  trying 
to  make  the  Postal  Service  a  business 
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itself  is  ridiculous.  First  of  all,  if  we 
really  want  rural  free  delivery,  it  cannot 
pay  out.  Second,  if  we  want  to  give  serv- 
ice to  people  in  small  towns,  it  cannot 
possibly  be  put  on  a  profit  basis  and  it 
ought  not  to  be. 

We  do  not  run  our  universities  for  a 
profit.  We  do  not  run  our  public  libraries 
for  a  profit.  We  run  them  as  sources  of 
information,  as  additions  to  our  culture, 
as  a  way  of  communication,  as  a  part  of 
the  commerce  of  the  Nation.  The  Postal 
Service  is  supposed  to  be  a  service,  just 
as  the  weather  service  is  a  service.  It  does 
not  pay  any  profit.  You  do  not  call  up  the 
Weather  Bureau  on  the  telephone  and 
ask:  "What  is  the  weather?"  and  have 
them  say,  "Well,  it  will  cost  you  $2  to  get 
that  information."  What  they  will  tell 
you  is  there  is  about  a  20-percent  chance 
it  will  rain  or  an  80 -percent  chance  it 
will  not.  That  way,  they  cannot  be  too 
wrong. 

We  used  to  get  weather  service  that 
would  say  it  will  rain  or  it  will  not  rain. 
Now,  we  have  maybe  a  20 -percent  chance 
it  will  rain,  an  80-percent  chance  it  will 
not.  We  do  not  know  what  the  weather 
is  going  to  be,  either. 

I  am  pointing  out  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  supposed  to  be  a  part  of  the  edu- 
cational, commercial,  cultural  life  of  this 
Nation. 

I  want  to  say  something  else  to  the 
Senator,  if  he  will  yield  further.  I  wrote 
to  the  Postmaster  General  when  they  de- 
cided they  were  going  to  close  all  these 
post  offices  and  suggested  he  take  a  look 
at  the  National  Rural  Development  Act 
passed  by  Congress.  I  authored  that  act 
with  Senator  Talmadge  of  Georgia.  We 
held  hearings  all  over  the  United  States. 
That  act  requires  that  services  of  „the 
Government  in  rural  areas  be  commen- 
surate with  services  in  urban  areas.  If 
they  are  going  to  close  the  post  office  out 
in  my  town,  then  they  are  going  to  close 
it  in  Philadelphia.  I  wonder  how  they 
would  like  that. 
Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Amen. 
Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Or  how  would  they 
like  it  to  close  up  on  Wall  Street?  There 
is  no  reason  at  all  why  we  cannot  have 
a  decent  postal  service.  Whatever  reor- 
ganization it  takes,  we  ought  to  have  the 
courage  to  do  it. 

Frankly,  a  business  of  this  scope,  a 
service  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment of  this  size,  ought  to  be  under 
the  constant  oversight  operations  of  Con- 
gress. The  best  way  to  have  accountabil- 
ity is  to  have  the  Postmaster  General 
appointed  by  the  President,  confirmed  by 
the  Senate,  and  held  accountable  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  Then  we 
would  be  able  to  call  him  on  the  tele- 
phone and  say,  "Hey,  Mr.  Postmaster 
General,  the  parcel  post  didn't  get  here." 


That  would  shake  him  up  a  little  bit. 
If  we  have  a  President  who  wants  to  im- 
prove the  Postal  Service,  he  will  call  him 
in  and  have  some  meetings.  If  we  want 
better  service,  we  shall  get  better  service. 
But  I  do  not  understand  this  business  of 
sanitizing  everything  so  we  cannot  touch 
it.  We  have  all  kinds  of  people  in  the 
Government  who  say,  "You  must  not 
bring  any  political  pressure  to  bear." 
Well,  I  say  if  the  people  of  Minnesota 
need  or  want  something,  I  shall  bring 
political  pressure  to  bear  if  I  have  to  get 
a  club.  That  is  what  they  want.  That  is 
what  they  sent  me  down  here  for. 

I  have  had  people  in  Government 
agencies  say,  "Well,  now,  we  don't  want 
any  pressure."  I  say,  "What  do  you  mean, 
you  don't  want  any  pressure?"  When  a 
farmer  out  in  my  State  needs  a  loan  from 
the  Farmer's  Home  Administration,  I 
want  some  action.  I  was  sent  down  here 
to  do  something  for  the  people  I 
represent. 

One  of  the  simplest  things  we  always 
thought  was  needed  was  postal  service. 
Good  heavens,  the  United  States  of 
America  oueht  at  least  to  have  something 
to  represent  the  Government  in  every 
community  in  this  country. 

I  guarantee  one  thing:  The  same  gov- 
ernment that  wants  to  close  the  post  of- 
fices likes  to  have  the  income  tax.  Well, 
they  are  picking  up  the  tax.  The  post 
office  is  a  symbol  they  would  like  to  have 
in  these  little  towns.  They  have  the 
United  States  flag  out  there  in  front  of 
the  post  office.  I  hope  they  have  not  cut 
that  out. 

They  have  a  sign  on  the  door  that  says, 
"U.S.  Government  Post  Office."  What 
we  have  now  are  a  lot  of  high-minders 
that  are  going  to  bring  corporate  effi- 
ciency. Let  me  tell  the  Senator  some- 
thing: If  we  get  enough  corporate  ef- 
ficiency, we  shall  have  about  four  com- 
panies running  the  country.  Corporate 
efficiency  is  one  thing.  A  corporation  is 
supposed  to  make  a  profit  for  its  stock- 
holders. We  in  Congress  are  supposed  to 
see  that  those  who  make  that  profit  do 
not  fleece  the  public.  That  is  our  job.  If 
there  is  a  Government  corporation  that 
is  trying  to  make  a  profit  for  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  my  job  is 
to  represent  the  people  of  the  United 
States  and  to  see  that  the  people  get 
service,  that  they  get  a  warranty  that 
their  letters  are  going  to  be  delivered. 

The  Postal  Service  is  pricing  itself  out 
of  the  market,  and  it  is  giving  poor  serv- 
ice. It  has  reduced  the  number  of  em- 
ployees that  do  the  job  of  delivering  the 
mail  and,  as  the  Senator  has  pointed  out 
very  well,  they  have  taken  care  of  the 
people  at  the  top. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  have  an  admin- 
istrative structure  over  there  that  is  over- 
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hanging  the  whole  operation.  I  want  to 
thank  my  distinguished  colleague,  Sena- 
tor Hollings,  for  bringing  these  matters 
up  in  the  manner  he  has  done,  because 
this  positive  debate  is  long  overdue. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thank  my  friend.  I 
am  obviously  delighted,  not  just  because 
he  has  thanked  me  but  because  of  his 
grasp  of  what  he  said  with  respect  to 
the  fundamental  power  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States.  The  first  depart- 
ment of  this  Government  of  ours  was  the 
Post  Office  Department.  We  instituted, 
in  a  county  in  West  Virginia,  where  the 
postmaster  happened  to  be  Mr.  Wilson 
and  he  instituted  rural  free  delivery. 

I  never  was  more  impressed — obviously, 
I  have  small  areas  in  my  own  State, 
small  post  offices.  But  I  went  up  to  Alaska 
to  look  at  the  Big  Inch,  the  big  pipeline 
from  Prudhoe  to  Valdez  and  coming 
across,  the  Yukon.  We  were  going  up  on 
oil  hearings,  coastal  zone  management, 
and  other  things,  and  had  hearings  at 
Fort  Wainwright,  Eielson,  and  Elmen- 
dorf .  I  had  a  hearing  that  I  did  not  plan 
on.  Everywhere  I  went,  .we  would  stop 
so  they  could  meet  the  Senators.  There 
were  five  of  us  visiting.  Somebody  would 
seek  me  out  and  say,  "Senator,  I  hear 
you  are  trying  to  keep  our  post  office 
open  here  at  Windy  Cove,"  a  little  place 
in  Alaska.  That  was  the  center  of  the 
community  activity.  There  were  outposts 
that  had  fishermen,  some  even  had  farm- 
ing up  in  that  area,  logging  interests, 
and  what  have  you.  "Please  keep  our 
little  post  office  going." 

The  United  States  is  still  a  pioneer 
country. 

Now,  they  have  got  a  bunch  of  crazies 
running  around  here  with  their  com- 
puters. I  ran  into  one  in  Charlotte,  N.C. 
He  was  a  former  letter  official  way  down 
the  line,  and  now  they  have  found  some- 
thing for  him  to  do. 

He  was  coming  from  Savannah  to 
Charlotte  by  way  of  Columbia,  and  what 
he  was  to  do  was  to  follow  a  person  who 
was  mailing  a  letter  in  Savannah,  and 
the  mail  going  throueh  Columbia,  S.C., 
and  then  go  up  and  discuss  it  in  Char- 
lotte, and  put  the  information  into  the 
computer  and  then  spit  it  out  in  Winns- 
boro,  S.C.  That  is  just  what  the  fellow 
would  be  doing  the  week  before  last. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  will  be  back. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Please  come  back. 

What  we  have  done  is  to  say  that  5 
percent  of  the  majority  of  Americans 
have  flown  in  airplanes.  Well,  95  percent 
still  depend  on  the  penny  postcard,  what 
used  to  be  a  penny  postcard,  and  the 
little  old  letter  that  used  to  be  8  cents 
when  we  had  politics  in  it,  and  it  has 
gone  up  to  13  cents,  and  you  cannot  get 
it  delivered.  It  only  gets  lost  for  you  now. 

You  cannot  go  on  Saturday  and  get  to 
the  window  to  get  stamps  or  anything 


else  because  they  slammed  that  in  your 
face.  If  it  is  a  package  they  will  grind 
it  up  and  spit  it  out,  and  put  it  in  a 
corner. 

I  see  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Arkansas  has  arrived.  I  emphasize,  since 
we  are  being  condemned  for  quickie 
amendments,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  the  distinguished  Congressman,  Mr. 
Alexander  of  Arkansas,  after  6  months 
of  hearings — this  bill  started  as  H.R. 
2445,  Mr.  Hanley's  bill,  in  January  of 
1975,  and  then  after  6  months  of  hearings 
they  reported  out  in  July  H.R.  8603,  de- 
bated it  in  September,  and  on  September 
29,  when  thev  adopted  the  Alexander 
amendment,  thev  put  it  back  into  com- 
mittee to  get  it  lobbied  and  get  it  beaten. 
Thev  worked  it  all  over  with  unions  and 
all  the  other  people,  the  postmasters,  the 
letter  carriers,  the  administration,  say- 
ing, "You  have  got  to  do  it  our  way  or  no 
other  way." 

They  took  it  back  out,  and  Congress, 
the  House  of  Representatives,  spoke 
very  deliberately  and  positively  one  more 
time  to  have  that  Postmaster  General 
appointed  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate, 
and  have  the  annual  review.  That  is  the 
distinguished  Congressman  from  Ar- 
kansas, and  he  worked  on  it  deliberately. 
It  was  not  any  quickie  thing. 

The  Senator  touched  on  the  matter  of 
the  confidence,  and  I  think  that  is  why 
Jimmy  Carter  is  the  nominee  of  our 
party.  He  is  out  there  talking  sense  and 
he  is  trying  to  give  the  people  a  feeling 
of  trust  that  they  can  get  something 
done.  His  strong  statement  is  "You  can 
depend  on  it." 

Well,  everything,  when  you  look  at 
Washington,  look  at  the  rail  service,  you 
cannot  depend  on  that.  When  you  look 
at  the  Postal  Service,  you  cannot  de- 
pend on  that.  Have  a  look  at  the  results 
of  the  Pentagon,  and  you  can  argue  it 
all  the  way  around,  and  Vietnam  and 
everything  else,  seemingly  they  say  the 
greatest,  primary  function  of  national 
defense,  and  you  cannot  depend  on  that. 

Every  time  you  get  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  well,  you  cannot  find  him,  it  is 
a  secret,  for  one  thing.  But  much  less 
depends  upon  him.  They  finally  sneaked 
him  in  the  last  day.  I  was  rather  amused 
with  that  last  week.  Here  is  the  poor 
fellow  in  such  disrepute  that  he  is  try- 
ing to  play  catchup  football  and  say  nice 
things  to  you  and  nice  things  to  me.  But 
on  foreign  policy  you  cannot  depend  on 
that.  If  it  had  not  been  for  Congress, 
we  would  be  in  another  Vietnam  in 
Angola. 

In  every  division,  every  institution  of 
government,  you  cannot  depend  on  it. 
But  the  nominee  now  comes  and  says 
you  can  depend  on  it,  and  they  believe 
him.  They  think  he  is  sincere. 
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When  we  take  this  little  matter  of  the 
Postal  Service  up,  it  is  simply  a  proposi- 
tion of  taking  up  a  distasteful  task.  It 
is  not  a  happy  thing.  There  will  be  a 
lot  of  hearings,  that  constant  oversight, 
and  you  emphasize  the  word  "constant." 
There  is  going  to  be  a  lot  of  work,  a  lot  of 
listening,  and  a  lot  of  support  for  that 
Postmaster  General  that  he  does  not 
have  now  because  he  is  operating  all  by 
himself.  The  Postmaster  is  disallowed 
from  communicating,  or  he  was,  until 
this  year.  We  could  not  talk  to  him,  could 
not  have  a  hearing.  The  Postal  Opera- 
tions Subcommittee  could  not  meet  for  5 
years  to  have  him  over  and  get  general 

oversight.  So  what  have  you  done?  You 
have  a  void  on  it,  you  cannot  depend  on 
it,  you  cannot  get  your  hands  on  it.  That 
is  what  the  people  of  America  are  asking. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  say  to  the 
Senator  that  the  one  thing  we  in  Gov- 
ernment ought  to  be  able  to  assure  the 
public  is  a  reliable  Postal  Service,  an 
efficient  Postal  Service. 

It  is  not  like  the  questions  of  develop- 
ing the  atom  bomb  or  the  supersonic 
transport  or  the  space  program,  and  so 
forth.  This  is  something  we  have  known 
how  to  do  since  Day  1  of  this  Republic, 
and  the  Postal  Service  has  been  as  much 
a  part  of  the  services  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  and  the  lines 
of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  as 
water  is  to  a  field  in  agriculture.  It  has 
been  part  of  our  national  life.  It  has 
been  absolutely  essential. 

I  come  from  a  family  of  small  business 
people.  I  wonder  if  the  Senators  here 
recognize  what  is  happening  to  the  little 
independent  merchant  out  there — and 
many  of  them  are  not  so  little.  They  are 
so  vital  to  this  country.  When  they  want 
to  send  out  a  bulletin  to  advertise  their 
business  or  their  commodities,  they  are 
priced  right  out,  may  I  say  to  the  Sena- 
tor. As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  almost 
impossible  for  the  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  smalltown  merchants  who  still 
represent  a  tremendous  amount  of  the 
total  gross  national  product  of  this  coun- 
try, because  they  are  priced  right  out  of 
it. 

They  cannot  pass  all  the  costs  along. 
A  big  corporation  can  take  its  postal  ac- 
count, whatever  it  is,  and  just  build  it 
into  the  cost  and  pass  it  on  to  the  con- 
sumer. But  you  are  sitting  out  there  and 
you  are  one  of  five  or  six  supermarkets 
or  one  of  five  or  six  drugstores  or  hard- 
ware stores  out  there  in  a  small  town, 
and  you  cannot  pass  the  increased  cost 
on.  You  are  stuck  with  it. 

I  can  tell  you  that  to  send  out  the 
kinds  of  circulars  and  ads  that  we  used 
to  be  able  to  mail — that  was  a  part  of  a 
contact  of  a  merchant  with  his  constit- 
uency or  his  customers — today  is  impos- 
sible. 


First  of  all,  even  if  you  can  pay  for  it, 
it  is  impossible.  Second,  it  is  uneco- 
nomic because  you  cannot  possibly  justify 
the  cost  of  advertising;  and,  third,  the 
mail  service  is  so  bad  that  the  sale  is  apt 
to  be  over  before  the  folder  gets  where  it 
is  going.  Believe  me,  I  know  of  what  I 
speak. 

Now,  to  go  back  to  what  the  Senator 
is  saying,  one  of  the  duties  of  Govern- 
ment is  accountability.  We  are  elected, 
and  whether  the  Postmaster  General  is 
in  the  Cabinet  or  whether  he  is  Presiden- 
tially  appointed  and  confirmed  by  the 
Senate,  the  simple  fact  is  that  every 
Member  of  Congress  is  held  accountable 
for  the  Postal  Service.  If  you  do  not 
think  so,  go  on  home  and  talk  to  the 
people.  They  do  not  understand  all  this 
business  Congress  has  done  about  setting 
up  a  quasi-public  or  private  corporation 
that  has  the  U.S.  Government  label  on 
it,  but  which  is  not  the  Government,  and 
so  forth.  They  do  not  understand  that  at 
all.  What  they  know  is  that  the  mail  did 
not  get  there.  What  they  know  is  it  cost 
13  cents  to  send  a  letter  to  your  mother, 
and  more  to  come. 

And  there  are  just  a  lot  of  things  we 
have  got  to  get  into  that  are  just  not 
working.  Plain  commonsense  is  needed. 

If  Congress  could  lay  down  a  mandate 
saying  to  the  business  people  of  America 
that  the  Postal  Service  will  give  prompt 
service,  you  would  get  your  postal  busi- 
ness back.  The  reason  people  are  leaving 
the  Postal  Service,  the  reason  they  are 
going  to  United  Parcel  Service  and  all 
these  other  services — and  I  am  not  op- 
posed to  there  being  competition — is  very 
simple:  the  private  service  gets  the  job 
done. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Exactly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  we  are  held  ac- 
countable for  a  public  service  that  does 
not  get  the  job  done.  All  we  are  asked  to 
do  is  to  appropriate  money  now. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Give  them  the  money 
and  do  not  ask  questions,  just  like  high- 
way robbery.  They  want  $500  million  this 
year  out  of  the  Congres,  but  do  not  ask 
a  question  because  asking  a  question 
would  be  irresponsible,  using  their  words, 
it  would  be  a  quickie. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  same  sort  of 
thing  has  happened  in  the  railroad  situa- 
tion. They  come  in  here  and  have  a  scoop- 
shovel,  and  they  say  "Fill  it  up  and  give 
us  billions  of  dollars."  They  run  the  rail- 
roads, and  then  they  come  back  and  say, 
"We  are  sorry,  we  are  $1  billion  short." 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  justified  by 
saying  that  is  the  way  business  is.  It  is 
not  that  way  at  all. 

In  the  meantime,  we  are  held  account- 
able. I  am  saying  to  Members  of  Congress 
simply  that  whether  we  like  it  or  not  the 
public  thinks  we  are  the  ones  who  made 


436 


this  mess  and  we  have  not  got  tne  cour- 
age or  the  willingness  to  do  something 
about  this  situation,  and  we  are  being 
held  accountable. 

I  want  the  accountability  to  be  shared. 
I  want  that  accountability  to  be  in  the 
administration  as  well  as  in  the  Congress. 

I  think  that  if  some  of  the  Senator's 
proposals  are  given  favorable  considera- 
tion, we  will  have  an  improved  service. 
This  is  not  to  select  out  whoever  is  the 
head  of  the  Postal  Service  at  the  present 
time.  The  gentleman  who  heads  the 
Postal  Service,  Mr.  Bailar 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right,  Mr. 
Bailar. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  had  a  chance 
to  visit  with  him.  He  has  been  over  to  see 
me.  I  know  he  works  hard.  I  know  he 
wants  to  do  his  job.  The  simple  fact  is, 
however,  that  it  is  not  working,  and  we 
have  to  make  a  change. 

I  predict  that  the  next  President  of 
the  United  States  will  be  asking  for 
change  because  we  have  to  have  some- 
thing better  than  we  currently  have. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  That  is  right.  I  think 
it  really  is  a  shame  to  come  after  6  years 
and  actually  say  that  we  should  do  noth- 
ing. 

We  are  not  asking  anything  dramatic. 
We  are  giving  them  money  in  a  delib- 
erate fashion.  We  can  start  hearings  this 
year  and  get  ready  for  next  year.  The 
Postmaster  General  can  come  in  with  a 
report.  We  can  take  all  the  GAO  reports, 
start  oversight  and  get  to  work.  We  can 

start  that  at  least  in  the  month  of  Sep- 
tember before  we  recess.  The  staffs  can 
be  working  all  fall.  The  House  committee 
staff  is  going  to  be  working  in  October, 
November,  and  December.  They  are  going 
to  be  getting  this  information  together 
and  get  in  the  support  for  the  Postmaster 
General. 

I  understand  that  my  time  is  about  to 
run  out. 

In  fairness  to  another  group,  I  shall 
put  their  letter  in  the  Record.  I  did  not 
ask  for  this  letter,  but  this  has  to  do  with 
my  quoting  yesterday  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  .Postmasters  of  the  United 
States  ana  the  National  League  of  Post- 
masters of  the  United  States  before  the 
Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee,  April  20,  1976,  and  these 
gentlemen  said: 

Following  this  reasoning,  we  support  efforts 
to  return  the  power  of  appointment  of  the 
Postmaster  General  and  the  Deputy  Post- 
master General  to  the  President  and  con- 
firmation authority  to  the  Senate.  We  have 
every  hope  this  Senate  committee  will  make 
the  needed  effort  to'  secure  a  suitable  level 
of  funding  from  the  Congress  for  a  2-year 
period  while  public  service  aspects  are  being 
studied.  We  would  anticipate  these  funds 
would  be  subject  to  congressional  oversight. 
We  believe  sufficient  time  has  elapsed  in  the 


experiment  of  a  break-even  philosophy  for 
the  agency  responsible  for  the  delivery  of  the 
mail.  We  submit  that  a  more  responsive  pos- 
tal system  will  evolve  if  the  Postal  Service 
is  required  to  submit  budget  proposals  to  the 
Congress. 

They  say  now  that  some  of  them  have 
changed  their  minds  because  of  the 
threatened  veto.  We  had  the  Randolph 
amendment.  I  asked  now  and  they  said 
that  perhaps  the  deal  is  off  because  the 
Postmaster  General  said  he  cannot  live 
with  that,  so  we  really  ought  not  bother. 

I  do  not  bother  about  vetoes  anyhow. 
I  have  to  vote  my  conscience,  and  the 
Senator  has  to  vote  his  conscience,  re- 
gardless of  what  the  President  will  do. 

I  do  not  want  to  go  back  home  and  say, 
"Jerry  Ford  made  me  vote  this  way." 
They  would  say,  "Boy,  if  you  are  that 
immature,  we'll  send  somebody  up  there 
that  can  think  for  himself  and  represent 
his  people,  not  Jerry  Ford."  That  is  ex- 
actly what  they  would  tell  me. 

But  here  is  a  letter  as  of  this  morning : 

Dear  Senator  Hollings:  As  National  Presi- 
dent of  the  National  League  of  Postmasters, 
I  feel  it  incumbent  on  me  to  correct  a  mis- 
statement made  during  colloquy  on  the 
Senate  floor  on  yesterday,  August  23,   1976. 

The  error  was  made  by  Senator  McGee 
during  discussions  on  the  Substitute  Bill 
offered  by  you  and  supported  by  a  number  of 
other  Senators.  It  was  stated  that  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Postmasters  represented 
91  percent  of  the  nation's  Postmasters  and 
that  the  National  League  of  Postmasters 
represented  a  mere  9  percent. 

To  correct  the  record  of  proceeding,  I  call 
to  your  attention  the  fact  that  the  National 
League  of  Postmasters  vigorously  represent 
not  9  percent  but,  approximately  60  percent 
of  the  nations  Postmasters.  I  am  sorry  that 
I  can  not  attest  to  the  numbers  claimed  by 
the  other  organization,  since  a  large  number 
belong  to  both  Postmaster  organizations. 

The  three  more  prominent  speakers  on  the 
postal  matter  considered  on  yesterday  were 
Senator  McGee  of  Wyoming,  which  has  167 
Pest  Offices— we  have  49  members  in  that 
state;  yourself  from  South  Carolina  which 
has  391  Post  Offices — we  have  296  members  in 
that  state;   and  Senator  Randolph  of  West 

Virginia  which  has  1008  Post  offices — we  have 
926  members  in  West  Virginia. 

I  am  beginning  to  wonder  how  Senator 
Randolph  got  that  many  post  offices 
there. 

I  am  quoting  further: 

I  would  hope  that  you  would  correct  the 
record  to  reflect  our  membership  totals.  Let 
me  also  take  the  opportunity,  on  behalf  of 
the  National  Executive  Board  and  our  nearly 
20,000  members,  to  repledge  our  support  to 
your  efforts  to  resolve  the  postal  mess  in  a 
manner  that  addresses  itself  to  the  needs  of 
the  Citizens  of  this  nation.  Your  fight  to 
restore  integrity  and  confidence  in  our  postal 
system  is  not  going  unnoticed  by  this  na- 
tion's Postmasters. 

Again,  we  pledge  the  support  of  our  great 
organization  to  you  and  others  as  you  at- 
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tempt  to  correct,  not  compound,  the  postal 
problems  of  our  nation. 

With  highest  regards, 

Kenneth  H.  Jennings, 
President,  National  League  of  Postmasters. 

I  think  that  takes  care  of  the  bill  of 
particulars. 

I  retain  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  30  seconds? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  Just  30  seconds. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
raise  my  voice  in  support  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  once  again  the  Con- 
gress has  been  confronted  with  the  ne- 
cessity of  bailing  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
out  of  its  latest  financial  crisis.  As  we 
consider  what  course  of  action  to  take, 
I  want  to  remind  my  colleagues  of  a 
small  but  important  group  that  will  be 
greatly  affected  by  our  actions — the  small 
daily  and  weekly  newspapers  of  this  land. 

Rising  postal  rates  have  had  a  disrupt- 
ing impact  on  Americans  of  all  walks  of 
life,  but  nowhere  has  this  impact  been 
greater  than  on  the  publishing  field.  The 
larger  newspaper  and  magazine  enter- 
prises, because  of  their  volume  and  diver- 
sity, are  better  able  to  cope  with  the 
new  and  additional  mailing  costs  than 
the  smaller  operations  who  now  find 
their  very  existence  threatened. 

In  Kentucky  alone,  more  than  160 
small  daily  and  weekly  operations  a're 
dependent  on  the  mails  to  deliver  the 
paper  to  subscribers. 

We  are  witnessing  a  trend  among  the 
larger  metropolitan  papers  to  devote  less 
space  to  coverage  of  news  in  small  towns 
and  rural  areas.  For  many  papers,  this  is 
a  matter  of  simple  economics. 

Yet,  as  this  occurs,  a  greater  respon- 
sibility falls  on  the  small  daily  and  weekly 
papers — the  community  press — to  trans- 
mit the  news  of  local  events. 

Those  of  us  with  roots  in  small  or 
rural  areas  have  strong  feelings  about  the 
community  press  and  recognize  how  a 
small  daily  or  weekly  paper  can  serve 
to  tie  together  the  various  elements  of 
a  community. 

That  is  why  I  am  disturbed  about  the 
impact  and  implications  of  yet  another 
hike  in  postal  rates. 

In  recent  weeks,  I  have  received  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  mail  from  the  pub- 
lishers and  editors  of  Kentucky's  com- 
munity press,  many  of  them  still  family 
owned  and  operated.  These  letters  spell 

out  the  many  pressing  problems  which 
have  been  left  for  them  to  shoulder  as 
a  result  of  an  unstable  Postal  Service. 
In  the  first  6  months  of  1976,  it  has 
not  been  unusual  for  postage  expenses 


to  increase  between  30  to  50  percent  over 
the  first  half  of  last  year.  These  added 
costs  of  production  are,  of  course,  shared 
by  the  subscribers,  and  it  is  the  very 
real  fear  of  those  editors  and  publishers, 
that  the  cost  of  subscribing  to  their 
papers  might  soon  become  prohibitive. 

I,  for  one,  hope  that  day  never  comes. 
I  cannot  imagine  it  being  the  intent  of 
our  Founding  Fathers,  who  went  to  such 
great  lengths  to  insure  a  free  and  strong 
press,  to  see  a  time  when  the  citizens  of 
this  land  could  not  afford  the  costs  in- 
curred in  the  dissemination  of  news. 

I  strongly  support  a  moratorium  on 
postal  rate  increases  as  well  as  a  mora- 
torium on  the  closing  of  small  post  offices. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  keep  these 
thoughts  in  mind  as  we  deliberate  what 
needs  to  be  done  in  order  to  restore  order 
and  stability  to  cur  Postal  Service,  while 
at  the  same  time  preserving  the  health 
and  well-being  of  this  essential  part  of 
American  life — the  community  press. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina 
stated  that  we  are  now  $5  billion  in 
deficit. 

If  he  will  look  at  the  bill  which  was 
passed  in  1970,  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act,  we  did  anticipate  that  the  Post 
Office  would  have  to  borrow  money. 

We  provided  that  the  post  office  could 
borrow  up  to  $10  billion.  One  billion  five 
hundred  million  dollars  for  capital  im- 
provements and  $500  milion  for  operat- 
ing expense  each  year. 

I  will  read  the  pertinent  section,  sec- 
tion 2005,  paragraph  (a)  : 

The  Postal  Service  is  authorized  to  bor- 
row money  and  to  issue  and  sell  such  obliga- 
tions as  it  determines  necesary  to  carry  out 
the  purpoe  of  this  title. 

The  aggregate  amount  of  any  such  obliga- 
tions outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not 
exceed  $10  billion. 

This  is  law.  This  was  approved  when 
we  enacted  the  bill  for  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  in  1970. 

We  anticipated  the  Postal  Service's 
needs  to  borrow  because  at  that  time  it 
was  anticipated  that  the  Postal  Service 
had  to  borrow  approximately  $6  to  $7 
billion  for  capital  improvement  since  the 
Congress  was  unwilling  throughout  the 
years  to  give  it  the  amount  of  money  to 
rehabilitate  its  post  office,  to  buy  ma- 
chinery, and  do  all  the  things  necessary 
to  have  a  first-class  post  office. 

So  here,  under  section  2005,  we  gave 
the  post  office  the  power  to  borrow  each 
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year  not  exceeding  $2  billion — $1.5  bil- 
lion for  capital  improvements  and  $500 
million  for  operating  expenses. 

They  have  been  in  operation  for  6 
years.  If  the  Postal  Service  wanted  to 
borrow  money  up  to  the  limit  that  it  was 
authorized  to  borrow,  it  could  borrow  up 
to  $10  billion.  Six  times  $1.5  billion  is 
$9  billion,  which  would  be  for  capital 
improvements.  Six  times  $500  million  is 
$3  billion.  Of  course,  that  would  be  $12.5 
billion  which  would  exceed  the  $10  bil- 
lion limit.  But  it  could,  if  it  wanted  to, 
borrow  up  to  $3  billion  today,  and  bor- 
row that  for  operating  expenses,  and  the 
balance,  $7  billion,  for  capital  improve- 
ments. 

It  has  not  done  so.  As  of  June  30,  1976, 
the  Postal  Service  had  borrowed  $1.5 
billion  for  operating  expenses,  whereas 
it  could  have  borrowed  up  to  $3  billion. 

As  of  June  30,  1976,  it  borrowed  $1.5 
billion  for  capital  improvements.  It  could 
have  borrowed  five  times  $1.5,  or  $7.5 
billion. 

So  to  all  of  this  talk  about  the  post 
office  going  broke,  that  the  post  office 
has  borrowed  too  much  money,  I  want 
to  call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
that  we  did  anticipate  that  the  post  of- 
fice would  have  to  borrow  money  and, 
therefore,  following  that,  it  has  borrowed, 
but  it  has  not  borrowed  to  the  extent 
authorized.  It  could  have  borrowed,  as 
I  said,  up  to  $10  billion,  but  it  has  not 
done  so.  As  of  June  30,  1976,  it  has  bor- 
rowed only  $3  billion.  It  has  $7  billion 
more  in  borrowing  authority. 

It  is  anticipated  that  it  will  need,  and 
this  has  been  verified  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina, 
$125  million  more  for  the  transitional 
period  of  July,  August,  and  September, 
and  another  $500  million  in  fiscal  1977, 
from  October  1,  1976,  to  September  30, 
1977,  giving  it  a  total  of  $2.2  billion  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  1977. 

For  capital  expenditures  it  is  antici- 
pated it  will  have  to  borrow  $375  mil- 
lion for  the  transitional  quarter  of  July, 
August,  and  September  1976.  And  then 
borrow  another  $1  billion  for  fiscal  1977. 
That  is,  up  to  September  30,  1977.  That 
gives  it  $2,875,000,000  borrowed  and  it 
will  be  returning  $67  million.  So  it  will 
be  borrowing,  up  to  September  30,  1977, 
$2,808,000,000. 

Because  it  has  borrowed  this  money, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  has  made  a  big  fuss  over  it,  say- 
ing that  they  have  not  carried  on  the 
functions  of  the  post  office  in  an  effi- 
cient manner. 

Yes,  there  is  evidence  of  consulting 
fees  being  high;  there  is  evidence  that 
there  have  been  no  competitive  bids; 
there  is  evidence  that  costs  and  billings 
may  be  excessive.  But  when  we  look  at 
the  figures  from  the  overall  figure,  we 


see  that  $1,400,000,000  was  short- 
changed the  Post  Office  Department 
from  its  operating  cost  because  the  Rate 
Commission  took  so  long  in  putting  into 
effect  the  rate  asked.  The  operating  loss 
would  have  only  been  $100  million  in- 
stead of  $1.5  billion.  If  we  look  at  it  from 
the  standpoint  of  having  lost  only  $100 
million,  when  it  was  authorized  by  the 
Congress  to  borrow  up  to  $500  million  a 
year,  I  would  say  it  has  not  done  poorly. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota in  his  colloquy  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina 
said  that  it  costs  13  cents  to  send  a  letter 
to  his  mother.  He  seemed  to  berate  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  very  costly  expenditure 
on  his  part,  to  send  a  letter  to  his 
mother.  Then  he  talks  about  a  small  busi- 
nessman in  his  State  who  wants  to  send 
out  bulletins  or  pamphlets  so  that  he 
could  increase  his  business.  He  cannot 
take  it  out  of  the  business  because  he 
is  a  small  businessman,  and  there  is  the 
fact  that  he  would  have  to  pay  13  cents 
for  a  first-class  letter. 

When  we  look  at  the  developed  coun- 
tries in  the  world,  Mr.  President,  we  will 
find  that  there  is  only  one  nation  in  the 
world,  and  that  is  Canada,  with  a  lower 
first-class  rate  than  the  United  States. 
Canada,  I  believe,  has  a  10  cent  rate  for 
first-class  letters.  The  rate  in  the  United 
States  is  13  cents  for  a  first-class  letter. 

Let  us  look  at  other  developed  coun- 
tries in  the  world  and  see  the  cost  of 
sending  a  first-class  letter.  Ther  we  can 
come  to  the  conclusion  as  to  whether  13 
cents  for  a  first-class  letter  is  high. 

To  send  a  first-class  letter  in  Australia 
costs  22.9  cents,  not  13  cents.  That  is  al- 
most 10  cents  more  than  the  United 
States.  It  is  16.7  cents  in  Belgium,  3.7 
cents  more  than  a  first-class  letter  sent 
in  the  United  States.  It  is  18  cents  in 
France,  5  cents  more  than  the  postage 
of  the  United  States.  It  is  16.6  cents  in 
Japan,  and  I  understand  that  is  going 
up.  Even  at  16.6  cents  it  is  3.6  cents 
more  than  the  charge  for  a  first-class 
letter  sent  in  the  United  States.  It  is  20.7 
cents  in  the  Netherlands,  7.7  cents  more 
than  a  letter  sent  in  the  United  States.  It 
is  23  cents  in  Sweden,  10  cents  more  to 
send  a  first-class  letter  than  in  the 
United  States.  It  is  15.5  cents  in  Switz- 
erland, 2.5  cents  more  than  in  the 
United  States.  It  is  17.3  cents  in  the 
United  Kingdom,  4.3  cents  more  than 
in  the  United  States.  It  is  19.5  cents  in 
West  Germany,  which  is  6.5  cents  more 
than  that  in  the  United  States. 

The  price  of  postage  in  most  other 
countries  takes  a  far  greater  share  of 
the  individual's  income.  For  example,  in 
the  United  States,  the  average  worker 
must  spend  1  minute  22  seconds  to  pay 
for  a  letter  while  in  Japan,  it  is  3  min- 
utes 50  seconds.  The  average  American 


439 


works  1  minute  22  seconds  to  pay  for  tne 
13  cents  for  which  the  Japanese  worker 
will  have  to  work  3  minutes  50  seconds. 

When  they  say  that  the  postage  being 
charged  for  sending  mail  through  the 
post  office  in  the  United  States  is  ex- 
horbitant,  those  who  say  that  do  not 
know  what  is  being  charged  in  the  other 
countries  in  the  world. 

If  they  want  cheaper  postage  rates, 
they  can  go  to  Canada  and  save  3  cents, 
or  they  can  go  to  the  Soviet  Union. 
Those  are  the  only  two  countries  that  I 
know  of  which  have  a  lower  rate,  which 
have  an  economy  comparable  to  that 
of  the  United  States. 

So  the  13  cents  per  letter  which  is 
now  being  charged  is  not  an  exorbitant 
cost  to  the  mailer  in  the  United  States. 
But  because  it  has  risen  to  13  cents, 
many  of  those  who  do  not  know  the 
comparable  figures  for  other  countries 
complain  loudly  that  this  is  an  exorbi- 
tant amount.  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  want  the  post  office  to  be  wholly 
subsidized  by  the  people  of  the  United 

States.  But  when  we  enacted  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  in  1970,  we  said  that 
it  would  pay  its  way. 

It  has  not  been  able  to  pay  its  way  be- 
cause of  the  inflationary  costs,  because 
of  the  increase  in  labor  costs,  because 
of  the  lateness  of  the  increase  in  postal 
rates — those  are  the  reasons  why  we 
are  now  faced  with  a  deficit. 

The  deficit  of  $1.5  billion  up  to 
June  30,  1976,  is  actually  a  deficit  caused 
by  a  late  finding  by  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  which  would  have  given  the 
Postal  Service  an  additional  $1.4  billion 
in  revenue  had  it  acted  immediately 
after  the  request  was  made. 

Of  course,  we  cannot  blame  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission,  because  it  was  a  new 
thing;  it  had  to  study  all  the  facts,  and 
studying  the  facts  took  a  lot  of  time.  The 
first  rate  decision  came  out  23  months 
after  it  was  requested.  The  second  rate 
decision  came  out  17  months  after  it  was 
requested,  and  the  third  rate  decision 
came  out  in  about  10  months.  So  we  can 
see  that  he  ratemaking  procedure  now 
is  getting  quicker. 

All  in  all,  if  we  look  at  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice in  the  light  of  the  amount  of  mail 
that  is  being  sent  through  the  post  of- 
fices— approximately  90  Sillion  pieces — 
we  can  see  how  easily  there  can  be  a 
hue  and  cry  in  the  community  that  some 
of  the  mail  is  slow  in  coming,  and  some 
of  the  packages  are  broken;  because  if 
we  had  only  a  1 -percent  slowness  of  the 
mail,  we  would  have  900  million  pieces 
that  would  be  slow.  If  we  had  5  percent 
of  the  mail  going  through  the  post  of- 
fice being  misdirected  or  delayed,  we 
would  have  almost  5  billion  pieces  of 
mail,  and  that  certainly  would  raise  a 
hue  and  cry  in  the  country. 


But  what  has  the  Postal  Service  done? 
Since  its  inception,  from  1970,  it  has  de- 
creased its  number  of  employees  by 
65,000.  It  has  closed  post  offices — natu- 
rally this  is  where  the  hue  and  cry  is 
coming  from.  Some  postmasters  do  not 
like  that.  People  who  work  in  the  post 
office  do  not  like  it.  It  has  consolidated 
other  post  offices;  and  certainly  people 
do  not  want  to  move  from  where  they 
are  living  to  another  post  office  in  an- 
other community,  and  they  hang  on  the 
lapels  of  their  Congressmen  and  beseech 
their  Senators,  and  tell  them  of  their 
anguish,  and  that  they  do  not  like  what 
is  going  on  in  the  Postal  Service. 

But  when  you  consider  the  closing  of 
1,300  post  offices  by  consolidation  or  by 
elimination,  1.300  post  offices  since  1971 
either  by  consolidation  or  by  elimination, 
and  the  reduction  in  forces  of  65,000  in 
the  Postal  Service,  and  that  if  they  had 
not  mechanized,  we  would  have  had  to 
have  those  65,000  more  people,  which  has 
resulted  in  a  saving  of  approximately 
$600  million  a  year,  the  Postal  Service, 
by  doing  that,  in  the  last  6  years  has 
saved  $3.6  billion. 

I  am  not  saying  that  everything  is 
good  in  the  Postal  Service.  Surely,  we 
have  torn  packages.  Surely,  we  have  mis- 
directed mail.  Surely,  we  have  mails  that 
have  not  been  delivered.  Surely,  there 
have  been  contracts  given  out  which 
have  not  been  competitive.  Surely,  we 
have  had  buildings  built  which  probably 
have  been  far  in  excess  of  what  should 
have  been  built.  Surely,  we  have  excess 
space  which  could  be  rented  out. 

But  if  you  look  at  the  whole  picture, 
a  corporation  that  deals  with  figures  of 
$15  billion  a  year,  with  675,000  employ- 
ees— whereas  there  were  730,000  em- 
ployees before,  it  now  has  been  reduced 
by  65,000  to  675,000  employees — with  all 
of  the  responsibility  of  trying  to  give 
most  of  the  mail  1  day  delivery,  some 
mail  2  days  delivery,  and  some  mail  3 
days  delivery — and  there  is  a  schedule 
here  that  the  Postal  Service  has  tried  to 
follow,  which  we  feel  is  'a  reasonable 
schedule — and  that  it  has  lived  up  to 
90  to  95  percent  of  its  schedule,  that  may 
not  be  the  maximum  or  the  ultimate  in 
Postal  Service  efficiency,  but  I  say  when 
you  look  at  the  whole  picture,  where  they 
have  saved  so  much  money  and  they 
have  reduced  their  number  of  employees, 
whereas  they  would  have  had  to  increase 
the  number  of  employees  otherwise, 
when  they  are  beginning  a  new  type  of 
service,  with  a  new  method  of  delivering 
the  mail  by  having  bulk  mail  centers 
where  they  try  to  handle  the  mail  by 
automation,  there  are  bound  to  be  errors, 
and  I  say  that  if  we  have  a  5 -percent 
error  in  anything  we  do,  we  are  doing 
pretty  well. 
So  all  this  fuss  about  the  Postal  Serv- 
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ice  not  being  efficient,  by  people  who  say 
they  know  persons  whose  mail  has  been 
late,  that  they  know  that  mail  which  has 
been  carried  by  aircraft  did  not  reach 
its  destination  in  time — certainly  there 
are  these  complaints,  but  I  say  that  when 
you  look  at  the  whole  picture,  I  would  say 
the  Postal  Service  has  done  a  fair  job. 

This  Postal  Service  has  been  in  opera- 
tion for  only  6  years.  When  you  consider 
it  is  a  corporation  that  deals  with  $15 
billion  a  year  in  revenues  and  expendi- 
tures, you  are  dealing  with  a  very,  very 
large  corporation,  one  of  the  biggest  in 
America.  The  complexity  of  running  the 
Postal  Service,  of  trying  to  give  every- 
one fast  and  efficient  service,  of  taking 
care  of  the  rural  communities  as  well  as 
the  metropolitan  areas,  of  seeing  that 
service  is  not  being  curtailed,  and  the 
fact  that  every  time  you  do  something 
you  have  the  people  in  Congress  watch- 
ing, jumping  at  you,  and  saying  that  you 
have  not  done  the  right  thing,  all  in  all, 
I  would  say,  the  Postal  Service  has  done 
a  fair  job. 

Certainly  it  could  be  improved,  and 
I  do  hope  that  it  will  be  improved.  I  think 
the  colloquy  and  discussion  that  we  had 
will  be  very  conducive  to  the  improve- 
ment of  the  Service,  because  the  man- 
agers of  the  Postal  Service  will  know 
what  the  criticism  is,  and  I  know  they 
will  look  into  these  criticisms  and  see 
what  can  be  done. 

I,  for  one,  would  like  to  see  the  Postal 
Service  continued  as  it  is.  Give  it  some 
time;  in  time  it  will  work  out  its  defi- 
ciencies. But  do  not  say,  "Let  us  drop  the 
whole  thing,  because  here  we  have  a  con- 
sulting contract  that  should  have  been 
for  less  money,"  or  "Drop  the  whole  thing 
because  here  we  have  a  few  more  people 
in  the  administrative  end." 

To  run  an  efficient  business  you  must 
have  efficient  administrators  and  if  your 
administrators  are  not  efficient  at  the 
top,  if  they  are  not  able  to  give  you  a  good 

system,  you  will  not  be  able  to  run  an 
efficient  service. 

I  do  not  know  why  the  administrative 
force  has  been  increased,  but  I  think  it 
is  because  of  that.  And  as  a  businessman 
I  know  that  you  have  to  have  good  men 
at  the  top  to  really  direct  the  operations 
of  the  business. 

Just  because  they  build  a  building 
which  is  in  excess  of  what  they  feel  that 
it  should  be  is  no  reason  to  throw  the 
whole  postal  system  out.  It  is  like  saying 
here  is  a  baby  who  has  a  cold,  has  a 
running  nose,  and  has  a  little  itch.  Let 
us  throw  the  whole  baby  out.  You  cannot 
do  that.  We  just  take  care  of  the  things 
as  we  see  it.  If  the  baby  has  a  cold,  let 
us  see  the  doctor  and  see  what  we  can  do 
to  prescribe  medication  for  the  cold.  If 
the  baby  has  a  little  itch,  let  us  put  a  little 
salve  on  him.  Let  us  see  what  we  can 
do  to  put  this  baby  in  good  health. 


I  do  not  say  tnis  post  omce  is  in  very 
good  health.  I  say  it  is  in  fair  health- 
It  has  done  what  it  was  supposed  to  do. 

We  have  given  it  the  right  to  borrow 
$10  billion.  I  think  it  will  borrow  approxi- 
mately $5  billion  up  to  September  30, 
1977.  It  has  not  gone  to  the  $10  billion 
we  anticipated,  and  I  think  that  it  should 
be  given  a  fair  chance  to  exist. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  time  situation  that  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  has  10  min- 
utes remaining,  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  has  28  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  McGEE.  If  it  is  agreeable  with  my 
colleague  from  South  Carolina  I  shall 
proceed  for  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  have  the  time  here. 

Mr.  FONG.  Before  the  chairman  be- 
gins, may  I  ask  him  a  question? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  GAO  has  made  many 
reports  on  the  Post  Office.  It  has  made 
approximately  140;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct,  usually 
at  the  request  of  individual  Members  of 
Congress  one  way  or  another. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  they  have  found  some 
of  these  discrepancies  and  some  of  these 
shortcomings;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  What  was  the  final  con- 
clusion of  the  GAO?  Did  it  say  that  the 
Postal  Service  needs  financial  help? 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  indeed  did  say  that 
thev  needed  financial  assistance. 

Mr.  FONG.  This  is  what  we  have  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  FONG.  Did  the  GAO  say  that  the 
post  office  should  continue  the  Postal 
Service  as  it  is? 

Mr.  McGEE.  As  a  matter  of  fact  their 
words  were  that  the  reorganized  struc- 
ture was  indeed  on  track  and,  to  quote 
them,  there  was  nothing  basic  in  the 
structure  of  the  reorganized  post  office  to 
spell  its  doom,  that  there  were  many 
quirks  and  curves  in  its  course  that  still 
needed  to  be  tightened  up,  and  God 
knows  we  all  are  aware  of  that,  but  they 
said  do  not  throw  out  the  baby  with 
the  bath. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  the  General  Account- 
ing Office  after  140  reports,  after  look- 
ing into  this  post  office  as  it  has  by 
so  many  years  of  study  and  inquiry,  has 
come  tip  with  a  report  that  we  should 
keep  it;   is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  we  do  not  throw 
it  out. 

Mr.  FONG.  We  do  not  throw  it  out. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Or  put  it  away.  There  is 
room  for  improvement. 

Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  But  let  us  not  dis- 
turb its  basic  infrastructure  that  seems 
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to  be  on  the  right  track  according  to 
their  evaluation. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  this  bill  keeps  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  This  bill  seeks  to  do 
that,  at  least  until  next  spring  at  which 
time  we  shall  have  a  report  from  the 
commission  and  at  which  moment  any 
proposals,  including  those  from  my  col- 
league from  South  Carolina,  my  col- 
league from  South  Dakota,  or  our  col- 
leagues from  any  place,  all  should  be 
put  into  the  mill,  hearings  should  be 
held  on  them,  an  examination  and  a 
correlation  of  them  should  be  under- 
taken, and  then  we  will  decide,  in  the 
judgment  of  Congress,  what  is  the  wise 
way  to  proceed. 

Mr.  FONG.  As  I  understand  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  also  endorses  the 
idea  of  this  postal  commission. 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  thought  the  com- 
mission was  a  good  idea  for  again  a 
specific  reason.  The  commission  orig- 
inally was  conceived  as  a  group  to  as- 
sess what  the  public  interest  factor  is 
and  the  GAO  had  a  look  at  that,  had  run 
it  through  their  computers  and  their 
studies,  but  they  felt  that  their  stud- 
ies left  out  the  human  factor  and  the 
political  factor  and  that  onlv  Members  of 
Congress  could  best  judge  that  one;  that 
is,  what  the  public  interest  ingredient 
ought  to  be  in  the  postal  budget,  and  that 
also  ought  to  be  the  point  of  very  inten- 
sive hearings  in  order  to  make  a  good 
judgment  on  it.  I  think  there  ought  to  be 
rather  substantial  public  service  subsi- 
dies in  it,  but  that  is  only  my  point  of 
view.  We  have  to  have  an  indepth  study 
on  this  one  that  the  GAO  pulled  back 
from  because  theirs  was  mechanistic 
rather  than  injecting  the  political-hu- 
man factor. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  the  three  recommenda- 
tions made  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  after  all  of  its  studies,  are  those 
embodied  in  the  bill  which  we  have  be- 
fore us? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  We  have  followed  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  GAO. 

Mr.  McGEE.  And  we  have  interpreted 
those  recommendations  as  sustaining 
where  we  are  as  the  lesser  of  the  evil 
options  that  may  confront  us  and  in  or- 
der to  permit  us  to  take  the  next  steps 
wisely.  There  is  the  recommendation  that 
we  then  have  a  moratorium  and  a  com-' 
mission  study,  because  until  we  get  out 
of  the  threes  of  politics  of  a  Presidential 
election  year,  no  one  has  full  time  to  de- 
vote to  this.  This  will  enable  us  then  to 
ask  the  right  questions  in  the  right 
depth  in  an  attempt  to  arrive  at  wise  rec- 
ommendations next  spring. 

Mr.  FONG.  Since  we  do  not  have  the 
time  to  really  investigate  and  study  thp 


problem,  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
after  making  140  reports,  after  all  these 
years  of  investigating  and  inquiry,  is 
the  best  agency  to  really  come  out  with 
a  recommendation. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  the  investigative  arm 
of  Congress;  in  other  words,  it  is  our 
baby,  and  we  have  reason  to  believe  that 
they  have  done  a  very  credible  job  in  try- 
ing to  assess  this  forthrightly. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  believe  that  the  General 
Accounting  Office  has  done  a  credible  job 
and  that  its  recommendations  are  good 
recommendations,  and  we  have  embodied 
these  three  recommendations  in  the  bill 
before  us. 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  are  all  in  the  bill, 
and  it  is  the  only  way  we  are  going  to  be 
able  to  move  ahead.  Otherwise,  we  will 
move  backwards  and  introduce  chaos. 

Mr.  FONG.  When  we  passed  this  bill  in 
1970  we  did  anticipate  that  the  Postal 
Service  would  have  to  borrow  money. 

Mr.  McGEE.  We  anticipated  that  they 
not  only  would  have  to  borrow  money 
but  that  we  would  have  a  great  many 
headaches  along  the  way,  because  they 
had  to  undo  a  lot  of  things  from  a  kind 
of  a  jumbled  past  in  an  attempt  to  bring 
order  out  of  the  hodgepodge  that  was 
the  old  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  FONG.  Then  we  stated  in  the  bill, 
which  we  passed  in  1970,  that  the  Post 
Office  could  borrow  up  to  $10  billion. 

Mr.  McGEE.  $10  billion,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  We  anticipated  it  needed 
that  money? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  for  capital  invest- 
ment. 

Mr.  FONG.  Capital  and  operating 
expenses. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  Postal  Service  could 
borrow  up  to  $2  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  $1.5  billion  for  capital  ex- 
penditures and  $500  million  for  operating 
expenses. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Six  years  have  passed;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Six  years  have  passed.  So 
if  the  Postal  Service  wanted  to  go  out,  it 
could  have  borrowed  $10  billion. 

Mr.  McGEE.  All  $10  billion. 

Mr.  FONG.  All  of  the  $10  billion.  But 
it  has  not  borrowed  all  of  the  $10  billion. 
As  of  September  30,  1977,  they  would 
have  borrowed  approximately  $5  billion. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Right. 

Mr.  FONG.  That  is  correct.  That  is 
about  one -half  of  what  we  had  told  them 
they  could  borrow. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  thank  my  distinguished 
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chairman. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in  re- 
ceipt of  a  letter  from  the  Postmaster 
General  of  the  United  States,  and  I  want 
to  make  that  letter  in  its  entirety  part  of 
the  Record,  but  I  want  to  select  from  it 
its  key  points.  He  says: 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  the  Senate  con- 
tinues its  consideration  of  H.R.  8603  today, 
I  want  to  share  with  you  some  of  my 
thoughts  regarding  the  legislation. . . . 

The  four  goals  that  the  Postal  Service  was 
established  to  attain  were : 

And  these  are  quotes  now  out  of  the 
act. 

One,  to  provide  uniform,  quality  mail  serv- 
ice to  all  Americans. 

Two,  to  charge  fair  and  reasonable  rates. 

Three,  to  provide  wages,  benefits  and  phys- 
ical working  conditions  for  postal  employ- 
ees comparable  to  those  in  the  private  sec- 
tor. 

Four,  to  achieve  financial  self-sufficiency. 

The  evaluation  that  has  been  run  on 
the  Postal  Service  by  investigative 
groups,  added  to  the  contracted  evalua- 
tions that  have  been  undertaken,  lead 
him  to  these  conclusions. 

Service  is  the  first  attainment: 
According     to     every    objective     standard 
available  to  us,  service  today  is  better  than 
at  any  point  in  the  last  five  years. 

It  represents  a  constant,  go  slow  up- 
grading. This  is  because  of  the  compli- 
cations of  taking  over  and  changing  over 
a  very  complex  system. 

Second,  fair  and  reasonable  rates: 
While  we  acknowledge  the  obvious  fact 
that  postal  rates  have  increased,  every- 
thing has  increased  because  of  the  infla- 
tionary impulse  of  our  times — double- 
digit  inflation  much  of  that  time.  Com- 
pared with  the  other  developed  countries 
of  the  world,  as  my  colleague  explained  a 
few  moments  ago,  ours  is  the  lowest  first 
class  mail  rate  in  the  Western  World, 
with  the  exception  of  Canada,  where  it 
is  now  going  up  to  10  cents,  compared  to 
our  13  cents,  but  they  will  dehver  it  in 
Canada  when  they  are  not  on  strike,  and 
that  is  a  big  if. 

The  average  among  the  Western  na- 
tions is  21.5  cents  for  first-class  mail. 
The  GAO's  conclusion  on  this,  he  points 
out,  was  that  13  cents,  much  as  it  was  a 
sharp  jump,  is  still  one  of  the  better  bar- 
gains at  loose  in  our  society. 

The  third  objective  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  comparable  wages,  benefits,  and 
working  conditions.  This  goal  has  been 
attained.  Those  who  are  the  beneficiaries 
of  the  attainment  of  those  goals  now 
have  expressed  their  organized  misgiv- 
ings about  slipping  back  into  yesteryear, 
and  that  is  why  the  organizations  that 
must  work  within  the  midst  of  this  sys- 
tem, upon  whose  shoulders  falls  the  re- 
sponsibility for  the  success  of  the  sys- 
tem, support  this  proposal.  Eighty-five 


rercent  of  the  budget  of  the  Postal 
Service  is  worker  oriented  because  of 
the  very  personal  nature  of  the  kind 
of  service  that  is  reauired.  It  is  these 
groups  which  say  that  we  must  accept 
the  compromise  that  is  pending  today. 
They  are  on  the  record,  virtually  with- 
out exception,  saying  that  they  have  to 
oppose  the  Hollings  amendment.  That  is 
the  essence  of  the  third  attainable  pro- 
posal in  the  mandate  to  the  postal  sys- 
tem as  envisaged  by  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral. 

Fourth  is  financial  self-sufficiency. 
This  is  the  major  goal  around  which 
centers  more  failure  than  anything  else, 
but  those  failures  have  to  do  with  the 
inflationary  process,  with  the  very  slow 
rate-making  machinery  that  would  have 
made  is  possible  to  balance  that  budget 
in  2  of  the  last  5  years  had  the  rate 
increases  been  allowed  within  a  reason- 
able period  of  time. 

Firmllv  the  ultimate  assessment,  as  the 
Postmaster  General  says,  is  that  no  mat- 
ter what  changes  in  the  law  may  be 
made,  hard  decisions  also  must  be  made 
along  with  that.  The  choices  are  diffi- 
cult, at  the  very  best.  The  Postal  Reor- 
ganization Act,  which  set  forth  these 
laudable  objectives,  is  indeed  being  lived 
up  to,  and  its  ultimate  objectives  are  in 
sight. 

The  Postmaster  General  concludes: 
I  urge  you  and  your  colleagues  not  to  un- 
do the  work  of  the  last  five  years  and  to  give 
postal  reform  a  full  chance  to  prove  itself  by 
enacting  H.R.  8603  without  substantive 
amendment. 

I  again  point  out  to  Senators  where 
this  matter  stands  now.  We  have  had  re- 
peated quotations  from  almost  every  rel- 
evant group  interested  in  postal  service 
saying  that  they  supported  something 
else.  Of  course  they  did.  I  supported 
something  else,  because  we  were  grop- 
ing for  a  meaningful  way  to  move  ahead. 

But  now  we  have  come  up  against  the 
prospect  of  an  impasse — namely,  a  veto — 
if  there  are  substantive  structural 
changes  in  the  bill.  For  that  reason,  there 
has  been  a  change  in  the  point  of  view, 
an  adjustment  in  the  point  of  view,  of 
the  related  postal  groups  that  are  in- 
volved in  the  process  of  trying  to  make 
the  system  work. 

While  other  citations  have  been  made, 
we  have  double  checked,  and  I  will  read 
into  the  record  now  the  support  for  the 
compromise  measure,  what  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  calls  the  McGee  bill. 
It  is  the  McGee  bill  only  because  we  tried 
to  hammer  together  what  we  could  get 
from  all  sides,  what  would  be  attainable, 
and  what  would  hold  the  postal  system 
together. 

First,  I  have  a  letter  hand-delivered  to 
tne  from  the  National  Rural  Letter  Car- 
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riers.  They  were  represented  yesterday 
by  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  as 
opposing  this  proposal  and  favoring  his 
approach.  It  is  signed  by  their  president, 
Lester  Miller.  They  want  the  record  to 
show  that  they  are  totally  in  support  of 
the  compromise  bill,  the  one  that  is 
pending  here,  as  the  substantive  legisla- 
tion, "we  are  unalterably  opposed  to  any 
weakening  amendments,"  including  the 
one  we  are  debating  at  this  moment. 

We  have  similar  statements  of  support 
now,  in  the  light  of  the  realities  of  the 
impasse  to  which  I  have  just  alluded, 
from  the  National  Association  of  Letter 
Carriers.  That  is  one  of  the  largest  of  the 
work  force  units  in  the  Postal  Service. 
We  have  one  from  the  large  American 
Postal  Workers  Union;  from  the  Mail 
Handlers -Laborers  International  Union; 
from  the  Public  Employee  Department  of 
the  AFL-CIO;  from  the  National  Rural 
Letter  Carriers,  which  I  just  cited;  from 
the  National  Association  of  Postmasters 
of  the  United  States,  who  have  91  percent 
of  the  postmasters  in  their  membership; 
from  the  National  Association  of  Postal 
Supervisors,  who  are  meeting  at  this 
moment  in  St.  Louis  and  have  relayed 
this  message  to  us;  from  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service;  from  the  White  House; 
from  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget;  from  the  chairmen  and  the 
ranking  minority  members  of  the  rele- 
vant committees  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate;  from  the  Parcel  Post  Associa- 
tion; from  the  American  Legion  and  the 
Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars — both  of  which 
groups  have  some  concern  in  the  various 
levels  of  mail  service  and  mail  rates. 

That  is  a  formidable  grouping.  It  is  not 
an  exhaustive  list,  but  it  is  a  represent- 
ative list.  The  burden  of  their  support  is 
not  that  they  love  this  compromise,  not 
that  they  are  delighted  with  this  pro- 
posal; but,  rather,  it  is  the  best  we  can 
get  and  still  hold  the  Service  together. 
That  is  the  name  of  the  business  here,  in 
this  body— the  art  of  the  possible,  not 
the  art  of  fun  and  games;  not  the  art  of 
attack  with  a  sword;  but  what  we  can 
do  in  an  agency  and  with  an  agency  that 
cannot  afford  to  be  stopped,  to  be  shoved 
aside,  until  we  make  up  our  minds,  an 
agency  that  has  to  continue  to  serve 
without  interruption  all  the  time  that 
our  discussions  in  this  body  are  going  on. 

Therefore,  it  is  with  that  in  mind  that 
I  submit  that  this  is  the  best  we  can  do 
until  all  the  excitement  of  an  election 
year  can  be  put  behind  us  and  we  have 
adequate  time  to  assess  what  should  be 
done  in  the  long  run,  in  the  big  picture, 
to  evaluate  all  the  points  of  view,  not 
just  a  quick  point  of  view  from  the  Sen- 
ator from  South  Carolina  or  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  or  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming, who  may  have  a  particular  ap- 
proach to  a  problem. 


We  owe  it  to  the  whole  Nation  to  inte- 
grate the  entire  philosophy,  the  entire 
problem  sector,  and  the  entire  structural 
operation  of  a  postal  system  that  has 
been  put  together  in  the  national  inter- 
est with  service,  public  service,  as  its  first 
priority. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  examine  the  im- 
pact of  the  proposed  substitute  amend- 
ment on  the  total  of  Federal  expenditures 
in  future  fiscal  years. 

Under  the  open-ended  authorization 
of  "such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service", 
Congress  would  be  required  to  appropri- 
ate annually  the  entire  operating  budget 
of  the  Postal  Service.  This  figure  is  cur- 
rently around  $15.4  billion  for  fiscal  year 
1977,  and  it  is  expected  to  increase  sub- 
stantially in  future  years.  Budget  and 
spending  ceilings  would  have  to  make 
room  for  this  entire  amount. 

The  burden  would  fall  upon  Congress 
to  appropriate  sufficient  funds  to  meet 
the  demands  of  large  mailers  for  special 
rates,  the  demands  of  labor  negotiators 
for  improved  benefits,  the  demands  of 
public  interest  blocs  for  special  services 
or  for  the  maintenance  of  noneconomic 
facilities,  and  whatever  other  demands 
for  postal  frills  might  conceivably 
emerge.  What  is  more,  we  would  be  un- 
abled  to  refuse  these  demands  without 
offending  some  significant  portion  of  the 
voting  public. 

Mr.  President  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the  letter 
addressed  to  me  by  the  Postmaster 
General. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Postmaster  General, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  24,  1976. 
Hon.  Gale  W.  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington, 
DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  the  Senate  con- 
tinues its  consideration  of  H.R.  8603  today, 
I  want  to  share  with  you  some  of  my 
thoughts  regarding  the  legislation. 

Regarding  amendments  expected  to  he  of- 
fered today,  I  am  concerned  that  the  fabric 
of  postal  reorganization  could,  if  some  of 
these  amendments  are  adopted,  be  irrevoca- 
bly torn.  I  would  urge  that  you  share  with 
your  colleagues  some  of  the  pertinent  facts 
of  the  situation. 

As  Postmaster  General,  I  have  come  to 
appreciate  the  vast  complexity  of  the  prob- 
lems faced  by  the  Postal  Service.  However,  I 
have  also  concluded  that  the  Postal  Service — 
in  its  five  short  years  of  existence — has  been 
able  against  large  odds  to  make  major  steps 
toward  realizing  the  goals  of  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act. 

During  this  period,  the  Postal  Service  has 
been  forced  to  make  many  decisions  that, 
while  unpopular,  have  been  necessary.  Yet  it 
must  be  realized  that  a  permanent  solution 
of  postal  problems  will  probably  never  meet 
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popularity  standards,  and  I  question  whether 
reverting  to  Congressional  control,  which 
would  be  the  practical  effect  of  the  amend- 
ments being  considered  today,  would  do  any- 
thing other  than  redistribute  the  blame  for 
these  problems. 

The  four  goals  that  the  Postal  Service  was 
established  to  attain  were: 

One,  to  provide  uniform,  quality  mail  serv- 
ice to  all  Americans. 

Two,  to  charge  fair  and  reasonable  rates. 

Three,  to  provide  wages,  benefits  and  phys- 
ical working  conditions  for  postal  employees 
comparable  to  those  in  the  private  sector. 

Four,  to  achieve  financial  self-sufficiency. 

Following  is  our  record  matched  against 
these  goals: 

1.  Service:  According  to  every  objective 
standard  available  to  us,  service  today  is  bet- 
ter than  at  any  point  in  the  last  five  years. 
This  has  been  substantiated  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 

2.  Fair  and  reasonable  rates:  While  we  ac- 
knowledge the  obvious  fact  that  postage 
rates  have  increased  during  the  lifespan  of 
the  Postal  Service,  it  is  also  true  that  meas- 
ured against  every  industrialized  Western 
nation,  the  United  States  continues  to  en- 
joy the  lowest  rates  with  only  one  exception. 
That  exception  is  Canada,  where — when  sub- 
sidies are  taken  into  account — the  true  rate 
today  is  higher  than  the  United  States  rate. 

3.  Compared  wages,  benefits  and  working 
conditions:  This  goal  has  been  attained. 

4.  Financial  Self -Sufficiency:  This  is  the 
one  goal  we  have  failed  to  achieve  or  the 
Senate  would  not  be  considering  the  legisla- 
tion now  before  it.  However,  the  reasons  for 
this  failure  are  primarily  the  extraordinary 
economic  circumstances — double  digit  infla- 
tion and  recession — of  the  past  five  years; 
inordinate  delays  in  the  rate-making  process; 
and  the  basis  costs  of  accomplishing  the  first 
three  goals  of  postal  reorganization. 

Further,  it  should  be  recognized  that  the 
primary  intent  of  this  fourth  goal  was  to  es- 
tablish responsible  fiscal  management  within 
the  Postal  Service  based  on  discipline  and 
sound  planning.  In  this  sense,  this  goal  has 
been  realized.  Yet  ironicaly  it  has  been  the 
exercise  of  this  responsibility  that  has 
brought  about  the  current  weakening  of 
public  support. 

When  faced  with  an  estimated  $1.4  billion 
deficit  in  fiscal  1976,  the  Postal  Service  acted 
to  cut  its  costs  and  reduce  this  deficit  in 
every  responsible  way  without  affecting  the 
basic  service  we  provide.  Since  January  1975, 
we  have  reduced  our  payroll  by  38,000  jobs, 
saving  $610  million.  We  have  accomplished 
other  substantial  savings,  including  a  reduc- 
tion in  the  use  of  overtime.  In  addition,  we 
have  attempted  to  realistically  evaluate  the 
number  of  post  offices,  stations  and  branches 
needed  to  serve  the  American  people,  while 
also  attempting  to  establish  a  dialogue  about 
the  long-range  postal  needs  of  the  American 
people. 

I  continue  to  believe  that,  no  matter  what 
changes  in  the  law  may  be  made,  these  hard 
decisions  should  be  confronted  and  difficult 
choices  made. 

The  Postal  Reorganization  Act  began  the 
process  of  postal  reform,  and  current  postal 
policies  are  the  extension  of  this  process. 
During  the  18  months  I  have  been  Post- 
master General,  these  policies  have  been  con- 


sciously pursued  in  the  knowledge  that 
while  they  would  not  necessarily  be  popular, 
they  represent  the  true  postal  reform  that 
the  Congress  intended. 

I  urge  you  and  your  colleagues  not  to  undo 
the  work  of  the  last  five  years  and  to  give 
postal  reform  a  full  chance  to  prove  itself 
by  enacting  H.R.  8603  without  substantive 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 

Benjamin  F.  Bailar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  10  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  right 
quick,  with  regard  to  the  National  League 
of  Postmasters,  I  want  to  cite  a  letter,  if 
Senator  McGee  will  listen: 

Dear  Senator  Hollings  :  As  National  Presi- 
dent of  the  National  League  of  Postmasters, 
I  feel  it  incumbent  on  me  to  correct  a  mis- 
statement made  during  colloquy  on  the  Sen- 
ate floor  on  yesterday,  August  23,  1976. 

The  error  was  made  by  Senator  McGee  dur- 
ing discussions  on  the  Substitute  Bill  offered 
by  you  and  supported  by  a  number  of  other 
Senators.  It  was  stated  that  the  National 
Association  of  Postmasters  represented  91 
percent  of  the  nation's  Postmasters  and  that 
the  National  League  of  Postmasters  repre- 
sented a  mere  9  percent. 

To  correct  the  record  of  proceeding,  I  call 
to  your  attention  the  fact  that  the  National 
League  of  Postmasters  vigorously  represent 
not  9  percent  but,  approximately  60  percent 
of  the  nation's  Postmasters.  I  am  sorry  that  I 
can  not  attest  to  the  numbers  claimed  by  the 
other  organization,  since  a  large  number  be- 
long to  both  Postmaster  organizations. 

The  three  more  prominent  speakers  on 
the  postal  matter  considered  on  yesterday 
were  Senator  McGee  of  Wyoming,  which  has 
167  Post  Offices — we  have  49  members  in  that 
state;  yourself  from  South  Carolina  which 
has  391  Post  Offices — we  have  296  members 
in  that  state;  and  Senator  Randolph  of  West 
Virginia  which  has  1008  Post  Offices — we 
have  926  members  in  West  Virginia. 

I  would  hope  that  you  would  correct  the 
record  to  reflect  our  membership  totals.  Let 
me  also  take  the  opportunity,  on  behalf  of 
the  National  Executive  Board  and  our  nearly 
20,000  members,  to  repledge  our  support  to 
your  efforts  to  resolve  the  postal  mess  in  a 
manner  that  addresses  itself  to  the  needs  of 
the  Citizens  of  this  Nation.  Your  fight  to 
restore  integrity  and  confidence  in  our  postal 
system  is  not  going  unnoticed  by  this  Na- 
tion's Postmasters. 

Again,  we  pledge  the  support  of  our  great 
organization  to  you  and  others  as  you  at- 
tempt to  correct,  not  compound,  the  postal 
problems  of  our  nation. 

I  want  to  reserve  a  couple  of  minutes, 
Mr.  President,  for  getting  right  to  the 
main  point.  We  can  keep  correcting  this 
record.  I  rather  resent  and  resist,  I 
would  say,  the  idea  that  we  have  "a  quick 
approach,"  "a  quick  point  of  view,"  "the 
art  of  playing  games,"  to  come  now  in 
this  fashion  with  a  substitute  is  irrespon- 
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sible,"  that  "there  were  no  hearings;  you 
should  give  us  pause" — these  are  quotes 
from  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice. Obviously,  I  resent  it.  because  I  have 
been  trying  to  have  just  that — hearings. 

"Do  you  want  to  have  a  lunch?"  That 
is  what  I  was  told,  we  would  have  a  lunch 
with  the  Postmaster  General.  As  the 
chairman  of  the  Post  Office  Subcommit- 
tee, to  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina, 
I  say  we  have  not  had  a  hearing  in  5 
years. 

Now,  when  they  come  with  a  substi- 
tute, they  say,  "Why  not  have  hearings, 
let  us  be  more  deliberate,  let  us  not  be 
too  quick." 

How  quickie  is  this?  This  H.R.  8603 
we  are  now  considering  started  in  Jan- 
uary last  year,  after  6  months  of  hear- 
ings, not  here,  on  the  House  side.  They 
reported  it  out  in  July,  voted  on  it  in 
September.  After  an  overwhelming  3  to 
1  vote,  the  chairman  over  there,  that 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  says  he  is 
making  this  firm  agreement  with,  pulled 
it  back  into  his  House  Post  Office  Com- 
mittee. They  brought  it  back  after  a 
month  of  lobbying  by  postal  employees, 
the  labor  unions,  the  organizers  for  the 
mail  carriers,  the  White  House,  and 
everybody  else.  And  the  House  still 
passed  H.R.  8603.  The  GAO  says  it  still 
supports  provisions  in  the  House-passed 
bill,  H.R.  8603.  And  he  is  the  one  offer- 
ing the  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute.  Let  us  get  that 
clear. 

I  am  bringing  this  back  in,  after  a 
year  and  a  half.  The  Senator  from  Wy- 
oming put  his  bill  in  in  January,  8 
months  ago.  He  says,  let  us  wait  until 
next  February  and  start  hearings.  He 
has  had  8  months.  He  has  only  given  his 
blue  ribbon  commission  4  months.  They 
could  not  get  organized  until  October,  as 
everybody  knows. 

I  am  saying  this  has  been  very  delib- 
erate, very  well  worked  out  within  the 
budget.  I  have  a  letter  signed  off  from 
the  Committee  on  the  Budget. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ate has  before  it  H.R.  8603,  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976. 
This  is  an  authorization  bill  that  if  en- 
acted will  most  likely  lead  to  increased 
Federal  spending  in  a  supplemental  ap- 
propriation, and  so  it  particularly  re- 
quires scrutiny  in  terms  of  its  relation- 
ship to  the  first  budget  resolution  for 
fiscal  1977.  While  there  are  also  impor- 
tant organizational  issues  surrounding 
our  consideration  of  this  legislation,  my 
comments  are  addressed  only  to  the 
budget  implications  of  the  pending 
proposals. 

To  begin  with,  Senators  will  recall  that 
the  Senate  version  of  the  first  budget 
resolution  assumed  inclusion  of  an  addi- 


tional $1  billion  payment  in  fiscal  year 
1977  to  assist  the  Postal  Service  in  financ- 
ing its  projected  deficit.  The  House  ver- 
sion of  the  budget  resolution  did  not  as- 
sume inclusion  of  these  funds,  and  they 
were  subsequently  removed  in  confer- 
ence. However,  in  an  exchange  of  corre- 
spondence, Senator  Moss,  speaking  as 
chairman  of  the  Senate  conferees,  wrote 
to  Senator  McGee,  chairman  of  the  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that 
the  Senate's  consideration  of  H.R.  8603 
was  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  this  exclu- 
sion. 

Now  the  authorizing  committee  has 
concluded  its  deliberations  and  reported 
its  bill,  which  would  authorize  an  addi- 
tional $500  million  to  be  applied  in  fiscal 
1977  to  the  Postal  Service's  debt.  Senator 
Hollings  is  sponsoring  a  substitute 
amendment  that  would  authorize  $1  bil- 
lion. Since  passage  of  the  first  budget 
resolution,  the  staff  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee has  further  studied  the  financial 
problems  of  the  Postal  Service,  and  they 
agree  that  additional  amounts  up  to  $1 
billion  are  needed  by  the  Postal  Service 
to  finance  its  projected  deficit.  They  also 
agree  with  the  analysis  offered  by  the 
authorizing  committee  that  if  additional 
funds  are  not  provided,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice could  experience  an  impairment  of  its 
operating  capability,  which  in  turn  would 
intensify  the  pressure  for  postal  rate  in- 
creases and  service  reductions. 

Let  me  explain  as  precisely  as  I  can 
what  it  would  mean  in  fiscal  1977  budget 
terms  to  enact  and  fund  H.R.  8603  either 
as  reported  by  the  authorizing  committee 
or  as  provided  by  Senator  Hollings'  sub- 
stitute amendment.  I  refer  you  to  page  13 
of  the  August  23  Senate  budget  score- 
keeping  report.  Here  it  shows  that  the 
Budget  Committee  staff's  current  esti- 
mate is  that  funding  of  additional  budget 
requirements  could  produce  fiscal  1977 
budget  totals  of  $447.7  billion  in  budget 
authority  and  $414.3  billion  in  outlays. 

This  would  be  $6.5  billion  in  budget  au- 
thority under,  and  $1  billion  in  outlays 
over  the  first  budget  resolution  targets. 
These  totals  include  the  estimated  effect 
of  possible  later  requirements  which  have 
not  yet  been  considered  by  the  Senate, 
and  therefore  are  tentative  at  this  time. 
But  the  general  budget  picture  is  clear — 
we  have  a  little  room  left  in  budget  au- 
thority, but  budget  outlays  are  very  tight. 

Relating  this  to  the  legislation  before 
us,  my  current  estimate  is  that  enactment 
and  funding  of  either  the  committee  bill 
or  the  Hollings  substitute  would  not  cause 
us  to  breach  the  first  resolution  budget 
authority  target.  However,  enactment 
and  funding  of  either  would  create  seri- 
ous pressures  that  could  cause  us  to  ex- 
ceed the  outlay  target. 

The  Budget  Committee  is  about  to  go 
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into  markup  on  the  second  budget  reso- 
lution, and  I  believe  I  speak  for  all  the 
members  of  the  committee  when  I  say 
we  will  try  our  best  to  keep  the  second 
budget  resolution  ceilings  from  exceeding 
the  first  resolution  targets.  Clearly  this 
will  be  easier  to  accomplish  if  the  Senate 
approves  additional  Postal  Service  assist- 
ance of  $500  million  instead  of  $1  billion, 
but  I  will  not  tell  you  that  it  is  impossible 
at  the  higher  level.  There  are  just  too 
many  uncertainties.  We  will  be  consider- 
ing these  uncertainties  in  more  detail 
when  we  actually  get  into  markup  next 
week. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  again  that  the 
first  budget  resolution  adopted  in  May 
contemplated  that  the  second  budget 
resolution  might  need  to  be  adjusted  up- 
ward to  accommodate  some  or  all  of  the 
cost  of  this  legislation.  The  conferees 
gave  explicit  recognition  to  this  possibil- 
ity when  they  agreed  to  accept  the  House 
position  and  eliminate  the  additional 
Postal  Service  funds  as  provided  in  the 
Senate's  version  of  the  first  budget  reso-^ 
lution.  They  agreed  to  wait  for  the  de- 
cision of  the  Congress  on  the  legislation 
now  before  us.  The  conferees  felt  that  the 
most  important  consideration  was  that 
legislation  representing  the  most  respon- 
sible approach  to  financing  the  Postal 
Service's  deficit  be  enacted.  The  Budget 
Committees  would  then  do  the  best  they 
could  to  have  the  budget  resolution  ac- 
commodate that  approach. 

Each  Senator  must  make  up  his  own 
mind  as  to  the  most  responsible  ap- 
proach. Speaking  as  an  individual  Sena- 
tor, and  not  as  Budget  Committee  chair- 
man, I  can  say  that  I  am  prepared  to 
support  an  additional  fiscal  1977  Postal 
Service  authorization  up  to  a  maximum 
of  $1  billion.  This  is  the  amount  the 
Postal  Service  is  projected  to  lose  next 
year,  and  I  believe  we  would  be  kidding 
ourselves  if  we  assumed  that  the  Postal 
Service  could  get  by  without  additional 
funds.  Finally,  I  believe  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice organizational  issues  should  be  con- 
sidered on  their  merits,  separate  from  the 
funding  level  question. 

THE  POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT :  MORE  DEFORM 
THAN    REFORM 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  slogan  "Take  Politics  out  of  the  Post 
Office"  the  Nixon  administration  pre- 
vailed upon  the  Congress  to  enact  the 
1970  Postal  Reorganization  Act.  I  said  at 
the  time  that  I  was  skeptical  it  would 
work.  I  felt  that  removing  Congress  com- 
pletely from  overseeing  postal  operations 
went  too  far.  Without  recourse  to  Con- 
gress, I  feared  that  small  towns  and  in- 
dividual patrons  would  have  little  lever- 
age in  dealing  with  the  gigantic  quasi- 
independent  corporation  that  the  Postal 
Service  was  to  become. 


What  has  happened  si^ce  1970  has 
confirmed  my  worst  apprehensions.  Act- 
ing on  its  own,  and  without  accountabil- 
ity to  Congress,  the  Postal  Service  sharp- 
ly increased  postal  rates,  permitted  its 
service  to  steadily  decline,  and  incurred 
larger  deficits  than  ever  before. 

Clearly,  as  it  turned  out,  there  was 
more  deform  than  reform  in  the  Reor- 
ganization Act  of  1970.  It  is  time  for 
Congress  to  try  to  find  a  remedy.  For  this 
reason,  Mr.  President,  I  am  supporting 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Hollings)  . 

The  Hollings  amendment  would  reas- 
sert congressional  control  over  the  postal 
budget  by  requiring  annual  congressional 
authorizations,  and  by  making  the  Post- 
master General  an  appointee  of  the 
President,  to  be  confirmed  by  the  Senate. 
In  addition,  the  amendment  would  freeze 
postal  rates  and  preserve  existing  serv- 
ices until  the  first  review  is  completed 
next  year.  With  the  inclusion  of  the  Ran- 
dolph amendment,  which  I  also  support, 
it  would  also  guarantee  the  right  of  small 
towns  to  be  heard  and  to  appeal  any 
proposed  closure  of  their  post  offices. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  for 
Congress  to  reassert  its  responsibility  for 
the  mail,  to  better  insure  that  the  people 
receive  adequate  service  at  reasonable 
rates.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
the  Hollings  amendment. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  and  sunnort^r 
of  the  amendments  to  H.R.  8603  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  (Mr. 
Hollings)  . 

These  amendments  incorporate  a  num- 
ber of  the  provisions  affecting  the  oper- 
ations of  the  Postal  Service  as  contained 
in  my  own  bill,  S.  3569,  which  I  intro- 
duced on  June  15, 1976. 

Over  the  last  few  years  it  has  become 
apparent  to  me  that  the  ongoing  prob- 
lems of  the  Postal  Service  have  been  of 
great  concern  to  many  of  my  constitu- 
ents, and  that  they  feel  this  entity  has 
become  out  of  touch  with  their  needs.  I 
have  heard  from  small  businessmen, 
from  those  associated  with  educational 
institutions,  from  users  of  the  mail  in 
both  rural  and  urban  areas,  and  from 
postmasters  and  postal  employees,  all  of 
whom  have  urged  that  some  corrective 
action  be  taken  by  Congress  with  respect 
to  the  Postal  Service. 

Both  my  bill  and  our  amendments  are 
based  on  the  assumption  that  in  order 
to  restore  the  Postal  Service  to  a  position 
of  public  confidence  and  trust,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  both  the  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent to  exercise  greater  oversight  and 
control  over  its  operations.  The  Postal 
Service  must  be  made  more  accountable 
and  responsible  to  the  elected  repre- 
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sentatives  of  the  American  people.  Fur- 
thermore, if  we  are  to  fulfill  our  own 
responsibility  to  those  who  elected  us, 
we  must  again  undertake  this  job. 

The  problem  with  the  Postal  Service 
in  recent  years  has  been  that  both  the 
Congress  and  the  President  have  viewed 
the  situation  as  someone  else's  problem 
and  not  their  own. 

In  supporting  these  amendments,  I 
would  like  to  address  the  point  made  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee that  his  bill  must  not  be  amended. 
He  stresses  that  the  committee  has 
worked  hard  in  creating  the  legislation 
now  before  us,  that  this  bill  is  the  only 
vehicle  which  is  acceptable  to  all  of  the 
various  interest  groups  affected,  that  any 
changes  whatsoever  will  destroy  this  ac- 
ceptability and  will  run  the  very  sub- 
stantial risk  of  a  Presidential  veto. 

Consequently,  we  are  told  that  this  bill 
before  us  today  must  be  passed  without 
amendment,  no  matter  how  attractive 
individual  amendments  might  be,  and 
that  if  amendments  are  approved  by  this 
body,  the  whole  bill  will  be  doomed  and 
the  future  of  the  Postal  Service  will  be 
at  stake. 

I  respect  the  chairman's  position  on 
this  and  appreciate  his  hard  work  in 
what  is  admittedly  a  complex  and  diffi- 
cult area.  I  know  he  is  sincere  in  his 
assessment  of  the  administration's  posi- 
tion and  I  know  he  has  put  together  the 
best  bill  possible  given  his  view  of  the 
circumstances. 

It  would,  however,  be  a  terrible  prece- 
dent for  this  body  to  refuse  any  and  all 
amendments,  no  matter  what  their 
merit,  simply  to  preserve  a  tenuous  com- 
promise and  to  avoid  the  mere  threat  of 
a  veto. 

We  should  never  act  or  refuse  to  act 
simply  out  of  fear  of  a  veto.  Our  consti- 
tutional system  contemplated  a  different 
set  of  goals  for  us.  The  rules  of  this  body 
require  that  except  in  very  limited  cir- 
cumstances, there  be  full  and  open  de- 
bate on  any  measure  brought  before  it 
and  that  individual  Members  be  able  to 
offer  and  discuss  such  amendments  as 
they  see  fit.  We  consider  this  structure 
to  be  vital  to  our  ability  to  produce  legis- 
lation which  addresses  the  problems  and 
concerns  of  all  our  citizens  in  all  parts  of 
the  country  in  as  complete  a  fashion  as 
possible. 

A  Presidential  veto  is  of  course  a  pos- 
sibility with  regard  to  the  measure  be- 
fore us,  as  it  is  with  any  measure  we 
consider.  Unfortunately  in  recent  years, 
vetos  have  been  an  increasing  possibility. 

If  there  is  a  veto,  we  shall  deal  with 
it  appropriately  and  I  sincerely  hope  we 
will  be  successful  in  overriding  it. 

Despite  arguments  made  earlier,  an 
amended  bill,  followed  by  a  Presidential 
veto  would  not  result  in  a  stalemate,  an 


impasse  in  which  the  Postal  Service 
would  be  unable  to  receive  needed  sub- 
sidy. On  the  contrary,  our  failure  to 
amend  the  measure  before  us  would  be 
far  more  damaging  to  the  future  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  would  result  in  a  con- 
tinued situation  of  malaise  and  stagna- 
tion. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  a 
number  of  my  constituents  who  have 
urged  that  I  support  the  committee  bill 
as  a  less  than  ideal,  but  still  acceptable, 
compromise.  They  have  stressed,  as  has 
the  chairman,  that  they  wish  to  avoid  a 
Presidential  veto  and  want  to  see  Con- 
gress take  a  first  step  toward  putting  the 
Postal  Service  back  on  its  feet. 

Many  of  these  individuals  are  postal 
workers  or  are  otherwise  directly  affected 
by  this  legislation,  and  I  can  understand 
and  appreciate  their  concern  and  their 
sentiment. 

At  the  same  time  I  have  explained  my 
view  of  my  function — to  work  to  produce 
the  best  possible  legislation  to  meet  the 
needs  of  all  my  constituents,  to  begin  to 
address  the  problems  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice on  a  long-term  basis,  and  not  to  ac- 
cept some  watered-down  compromise. 

Furthermore,  this  measure  before  us 
today  is  not  an  all  or  nothing  proposi- 
tion as  far  as  the  continued  solvency  of 
the  Postal  Service  is  concerned.  Under 
existing  law.  section  2004  of  title  39, 
there  is  standing  authority  for  Congress 
to  appropriate  necessary  funds  to  pro- 
vide needed  public  service  subsidy  to  the 
Postal  Service.  Therefore,  if  the  Presi- 
dent were  to  veto  this  measure  which 
specifically  authorizes  an  additional  $1 
billion  in  such  subsidy,  Congress  would 
still  be  able  to  appropriate  such  funds 
under  the  open  authority  already  in  the 
law. 

In  this  way  we  will  be  able  to  meet 
the  current  crisis  of  the  Postal  Service 
and  at  the  same  time  we  will  have  met 
our  duty  by  sending  to  the  President  leg- 
islation which  addresses  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice's problem  on  a  more  long-term  basis. 

When  Congress  enacted  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970,  it  hoped  to  set 
up  an  independent  business  entity  which 
would  ultimately  need  no  Federal  fund- 
ing whatsoever.  Day-to-day  business  de- 
cisions would  be  left  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice and  its  managing  Board  of  Gov- 
ernors. Rate  decisions  would  be  made  by 
the  separate  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Postal 
Service.  The  idea  was  based  on  similar 
systems  already  in  effect  in  such  seg- 
ments of  the  economy  as  the  telephone 
industry  and  electric  utilities. 

At  the  time  this  legislation  was  en- 
acted, it  was  hailed  as  ine  beginning  of 
a  long-needed  modernization  effort 
which  would  bring  new  efficiency  to  an 
enterprise  which  some  had  claimed  was 
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outdated  and  riddled  with  political 
appointees. 

With  such  a  promising  beginning,  the 
Postal  Service  seemed  to  be  off  to  a  good 
start  in  its  first  2  years  of  operation.  The 
old  post  office  system  had  suffered  a 
$204  million  loss  in  its  last  year  of  op- 
eration, but  by  1973  the  postal  svstem 
had  cut  this  figure  down  to  $13  million, 
still  a  large  sum,  but  indicative  of  sub- 
stantial progress.  Then  in  1974,  the  loss 
figures  jumped  to  $438  million,  and  to 
$989  million  in  1975.  The  projected  loss 
for  1976  is  $1.5  billion  and  another  $1 
billion  loss  is  expected  in  1977. 

Coupled  with  these  startling  figures 
has  been  a  rising  public  outcry  over  de- 
teriorating services.  This  problem  has 
been  studied  and  restudied  by  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office  and  other  bodies. 

There  have  been  mixed  conclusions  to 
such  studies,  but  the  GAO  has  noted  that 
even  if  the  Postal  Service  were  to  deliver 
95  percent  of  all  first  class  mail  on  time, 
2.6  billion  letters  would  arrive  late  each 
year. 

The  Postal  Service  has  been  faced  with 
the  same  rising  costs  for  gasoline,  other 
fuels,  and  essential  items  which  all 
Americans  have  had  to  endure.  It  has 
responded  with  series  of  rate  increases 
and  recently  with  tentative  announce- 
ments of  closings  of  rural  post  offices, 
and  is  considering  other  service  cutbacks 
such  as  eliminating  Saturday  deliveries. 

These  events  and  tentative  announce- 
ments have  unnderstandably  disturbed 
both  my  constituents  and  citizens  in 
other  parts  of  the  country.  They  now  feel 
that  they  need  to  have  more  of  a  voice 
in  the  long  run,  be  very  detrimental  and 
Service  and  that  many  decisions  which 
could  be  made  by  the  Postal  Service  in 
pursuit  of  ostensible  cost-saving  would, 
in  the  long-run,  be  very  detrimental  and 
contradictory  to  the  original  concept  be- 
hind the  Postal  Service  and  its  predeces- 
sor; namely,  to  function  as  a  service  to 
deliver  mail  promptly  and  efficiently  to 
all  parts  of  the  country.  It  now  appears 
that  this  mission  is  inconsistent  with  the 
independent,  corporate  approach  which 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  envisioned. 
It  is  clear  that  what  is  good  for  the 
financial  condition  of  the  Postal  Service 
may  be  very  bad  for  the  American  peo- 
ple. 

Given  this  situation,  the  Postal  Service 
must  be  more  directly  accountable  to 
Congress,  and  also  must  be  given  such 
financial  assistance  as  is  necessary  for  it 
to  meet  its  primary  mission,  within  our 
national  budget  priorities.  The  Postal 
Service  must  be  made  to  operate  effici- 
ently, but  this  ought  not  to  allow  the 
wholesale  elimination  of  historic  serv- 
ices. 

Rather,  Congress  should  undertake  the 
primary  responsibility  of  deciding  which 


services  are  essential  and  which  are  not, 
and  provide  sufficient  funding  for  the 
former,  and  take  responsibility  to  elimi- 
nate the  latter.  Without  such  a  structure 
of  Postal  Service  accountability  to  Con- 
gress and  congressional  responsibility  for 
effective  oversight,  the  current  postal 
problems  seem  destined  to  continue,  with 
all  parties  involved  blaming  each  other 
for  costs  and  cutbacks. 

The  original  concept  behind  the  cre- 
ation of  the  Postal  Service  under  the  Re- 
organization Act — to  make  the  Postal 
Service  independent  and  therefore  to 
function  as  a  business — was  intended  to 
foster  overall  efficiency,  to  cut  costs,  and 
to  maximize  service.  This  was  a  noble 
and  perhaps  valid  experiment.  But  based 
on  our  experience  of  the  last  6  years, 
it  has  clearly  backfired.  We  should  admit 
to  our  mistake  and  take  steps  today  to 
begin  to  correct  the  damage,  and  begin 
anew  with  mechanisms  for  oversight  and 
responsibility. 

When  I  received  mounting  complaints 
from  my  constituents  over  deteriorating 
service  and  threatened  cutbacks,  I  could 
have  responded  by  telling  them  that  the 
Postal  Service  is  an  independent  cor- 
poration, that  whatever  inconvience  they 
suffered  was  outside  my  jurisdiction  as  a 
legislator  to  take  steps  to  correct.  But 
this  would  have  been  a  copout.  Congress 
right  now  is  responsible  for  the  damage 
done  by  the  enacting  of  the  1970  Reorga- 
nization Act.  Yet  Congress  lacks  any  ef- 
fective tools  to  exercise  its  responsibil- 
ity. 

We  will  be  reneging  on  our  duty  to  the 
American  people  if  we  do  not  act  to  give 
us  the  power  to  effect  changes  in  the 
Postal  Service. 

I  would  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  that  the  Blue  Ribbon 
Commission  proposed  to  be  set  up  be  the 
reported  version  of  the  bill  before  us 
represents  a  total  avoidance  on  our  part 
to  exercise  our  duty  to  our  constituents. 

The  Commission  must  report  back  to 
Congress  on  February  15,  1977.  This  is 
less  than  6  months  from  today. 

I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  this  Com- 
mission will  be  able  to  offer  any  compre- 
hensive solution  in  such  a  short  period 
of  time.  The  only  solution  which  has  any 
hope  of  succeeding  is  for  both  the  Con- 
gress and  the  President  to  reassert  their 
responsibility  over  the  Postal  Service  on 
an  ongoing  basis.  It  is  doubtful  that  the 
Commission  will  reach  this  conclusion 
and  hence  we  are  pressing  forward  today 
with  a  series  of  amendments  designed 
to  achieve  this  goal. 

I  am  afraid  that  the  Commission  will 
instead  serve  as  a  vehicle  for  giving  in- 
creased credibility  to  the  views  of  the 
Postal  Service  held  by  some  in  the  cur- 
rent administration. 

For  example,  it  is  my  understanding 
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that  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  has  already  prepared  a  letter  to 
the  Commission,  assuming  it  is  created, 
that  asks  it  to  give  close  attention  to 
whether  the  Postal  Service  monopoly  on 
first-class  mail  ought  to  be  eliminated. 

Such  a  move  would  signal  the  end  of 
the  Postal  Service's  ability  to  function 
as  a  service  and  would  cripple  its  efforts 
to  serve  rural  America. 

Private  competitors  would  probably  be 
very  successful  in  gaining  control  of  the 
intra-city  mail  in  our  largest  metropoli- 
tan areas,  but  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  these  corporations  would  be 
willing  or  able  to  undertake  delivery  to 
outlying  rural  areas.  That  job  would  be 
left,  as  it  is  now,  to  the  Postal  Service. 
Thus,  the  private  carriers  would  skim 
the  cream  of  the  business  and  leave  the 
less  lucrative  and  often  losing  business 
to  the  Postal  Service.  This  would  only 
aggrevate  the  current  situation. 

While  the  idea  of  allowing  private  en- 
terprise to  compete  with  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice in  delivery  of  first-class  mail  is  on 
the  surface  an  appealing  one,  it  is  clear 
that  such  a  move  would  greatly  limit 
the  Postal  Service's  ability  to  meet  its 
statutory  obligation  to  deliver  mail  to 
all  parts  of  the  country. 

I  am  pleased  also  to  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  (Mr.  Randolph)  included 
in  our  substitute,  which  mandates  that 
the  Postal  Service  must  give  advance 
notice  of  any  post  office  closing,  and  in- 
stitutes sound  procedures  for  the  public 
to  participate  in  that  decision. 

The  procedures  set  up  under  this 
amendment  are  reasonable  ones,  de- 
signed to  insure  that  the  Postal  Service 
considers  all  relevant  facts  and  circum- 
stances before  concluding  that  it  is  nec- 
essary to  close  a  post  office. 

I  shall  be  supporting  a  number  of 
other  amendments  to  be  offered  later 
which  are  designed  to  restore  account- 
ability and  responsibility  to  the  Ameri- 
can people  on  the  part  of  the  Postal 
Service.  This  amendment  represents  a 
sound  first  step  toward  that  goal. 

We  are  not  attempting  to  totally  pre- 
vent the  Postal  Service  from  instituting 
any  post  office  closings  whatsoever,  but 
rather  to  have  sound  procedures  govern- 
ing any  decision  which  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice might  make  in  this  area. 

Consistent  with  the  primary  goal  of  all 
of  these  amendments,  to  increase  the  ac- 
countability of  the  Postal  Service  to  the 
American  people,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  our  amendment  which  makes 
the  Postmaster  General  a  Presidential 
appointee,  subject  to  confirmation  of  the 
Senate.  This  simple  change  would  go  a 
long  way  toward  restoring  the  notion 
that  both  the  executive  and  the  legisla- 
tive branches  ought  to  be  responsible  for 


the  success  or  failure  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. 

The  Postmaster  General  would  once 
again  be  a  public  servant,  owing  his  job 
to  the  elected  representatives  of  the 
people. 

The  argument  is  raised  against  this 
amendment  that  it  would  be  a  step  back- 
,  ward  to  the  days  when  the  old  Post 
Office  suffered  from  an  overabundance 
of  political  appointees  who  some  allege 
were  more  interested  in  politics  than 
efficiency. 

I  would  not  support  this  amendment  if 
this  charge  were  in  any  way  true.  This 
amendment  does  not  disturb  the  provi- 
sion contained  in  existing  law  which 
makes  it  a  crime  for  an  elected  official  to 
recommend  any  individual  for  a  position 
with  the  Postal  Service. 

This  should  continue  to  be  the  strong- 
est possible  deterrent  against  any  re- 
turn to  the  days  of  political  patronage. 
Under  the  amendment,  only  the  Post- 
master General  and  his  Deputy  would  be 
Presidential  appointees.  The  very  top 
officials  of  the  Postal  Service  would  serve 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral, but  the  remainder  of  the  Postal 
Service  employees  would  continue  to  be 
chosen  on  a  nonpartisan  basis. 

Thus,  under  this  amendment,  we  would 
gain  the  very  substantial  benefit  of  mak- 
ing the  Postmaster  General  and  his  top 
assistants  directly  accountable  so  the 
people  and  we  would  not  incur  the  ad- 
mitted detriment  of  allowing  political 
influence  to  overwhelm  the  rank  and 
file  postal  workers. 

Under  existing  law,  the  Postmaster 
General  is  appointed  by  the  Board  of 
Governors.  Because  the  President  would 
now  undertake  this  function,  this 
amendment  would  abolish  the  Board. 

The  establishment  of  the  Board  un- 
der the  1970  act  was  consistent  with  the 
notion  that  the  Postal  Service  would 
function  as  an  independent  corporation. 
The  Governors  would  function  in  the 
manner  of  a  corporate  board  of  direc- 
tors. Since  that  approach  has  not 
worked  well,  and  since  it  is  my  view  that 
the  responsibility  for  the  functioning  of 
the  Postal  Service  ought  to  be  vested  in 
one  Postmaster  General  and  not  nine 
Governors,  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
need  for  their  continued  existence  and 
accompanying  expense  to  the  taxpayers. 
Requiring  direct  Presidential  involve- 
ment in  the  appointment  of  the  Post- 
master General  will  have  the  added  ben- 
efit of  insuring  that  the  President  main- 
tains an  ongoing  interest  in  the  Post- 
master General's  success  in  doing  his 
job. 

It  was  disclosed  in  the  hearings  held 
this  spring  before  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee   on    Post    Office    and    Civil    Service 
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that  the  current  Postmaster  General, 
Benjamin  Franklin  Bailar,  was  having 
a  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  getting 
through  to  the  White  House.  In  fact,  for 
a  time,  telephone  calls  he  placed  to  the 
White  House  were  not  returned. 

This  sort  of  attitude  on  the  part  of 
the  executive  must  stop,  and  this  amend- 
ment would  establish  the  mechanism  to 
remedy  the  problem. 

Senate  confirmation  of  the  Postmas- 
ter General  would  also  confer  an  addi- 
tional and  substantial  benefit.  Each  of 
us  would  in  a  direct  way  have  a  stake 
in  the  ability  of  the  Postmaster  to  do 
his  or  her  job  welL 

As  is  presently  the  case  for  all  other 
officials  whose  appointment  must  be 
confirmed  by  this  body,  we  would  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  hold  hearings 
on  the  individual's  qualification  to  hold 
the  office,  to  ask  questions  on  the  policy 
goals  that  individual  intends  to  imple- 
ment, and  to  accept  or  reject  that  indi- 
vidual depending  on  our  assessment  of 
his  fitness  to  hold  the  office  in  question. 

We  have  been  disappointed  on  more 
than  one  occasion  with  regard  to  our 
decision  on  appointments,  but  we  know 
at  least  that  we  had  our  chance  at  one 
time. 

I  also  support  the  amendment  which 
limits  the  borrowing  authority  of  the 
Postal  Service  to  a  total  of  $500  million. 
This  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  Postal 
Service  from  mounting  an  ever  increas- 
ing debt  which  would  further  impair  its 
financial  condition. 

Equally  important,  this  amendment 
would  prevent  the  Postal  Service  from 
using  its  borrowing  power  as  a  form  of 
backdoor  spending  and  thereby  avoiding 
its  need  to  come  to  Congress  to  request 
and  justify  its  need  for  increased  public 
service  subsidy.  Limitless  borrowing  au- 
thority allows  the  Postal  Service  to  avoid 
congressional  scrutiny  of  its  financial 
structure  and  its  service  functions. 

If  we  are  to  begin  anew  to  exercise  our 
responsibility  over  the  operation  of  this 
vital  service  we  must  eliminate  this  loop- 
hole in  existing  law. 

The  $500-million  figure  is  a  reasonable 
one,  designed  to  assist  the  Postal  Service 
to  cope  with  cash  flow  problems  and  at 
the  same  time  place  a  ceiling  on  what  is 
now  a  runaway  sum. 

I  firmly  support  the  provision  of  the 
amendment  now  before  us  which  re- 
quires, beginning  in  fiscal  year  1978,  that 
the  Postal  Service  come  before  Congress 
for  annual  authorization  and  appropria- 
tion of  its  total  budget  needs. 

In  this  way  we  will  be  able  to  exercise 
direct  oversight  over  its  function,  over- 
sight which  has  been  noticeably  lacking 
for  the  last  6  years. 

We  will  once  again  be  able  to  respond 
to  the  legitimate  needs  of  our  constit- 


uents to  have  a  voice  in  the  cost  and  the 
quality  of  our  postal  services  as  do  all 
our  other  committees  with  authorization 
power  over  particular  Federal  agencies 
and  departments  which  fall  under  their 
jurisdiction.  The  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  will  be  in  a 
position  to  oversee  the  operations  of  the 
Postal  Service  on  an  ongoing  basis.  The 
Committee  on  Appropriations  will  simi- 
larly be  able  to  require  the  Postal  Service 
to  justify  its  financial  needs  given  the 
service  it  provides. 

Further,  the  Postal  Service  will  be  sub- 
ject to  the  budget  procedures  which  we 
recently  established  and  have  imposed 
upon  all  other  public  services. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  this  change 
will  serve  to  eliminate  whatever  incen- 
tive there  is  within  the  Postal  Service  to 
operate  efficiently  and  to  provide  high 
quality  service  to  the  American  people. 
According  to  this  argument,  the  Postal 
Service  will  be  tempted  to  let  its  opera- 
tion slide  and  simply  come  to  Congress 
each  year  for  whatever  money  it  needs. 

I  do  not  think  this  analysis  is  correct, 
and  on  the  contrary,  it  is  my  view  tha't 
the  present  lack  of  accountability  to  Con- 
gress is  by  far  the  greater  danger. 

Furthermore,  until  we  regain  the 
power  of  the  purse  in  this  area,  we  are 
powerless  to  address  the  questions  which 
so  concern  our  constituents.  These  ques- 
tions include  the  ever-rising  rates  and 
declining  services  and  the  threatened 
closing  of  many  of  our  outlying  rural  post 
offices. 

In  evaluating  our  rate  structure,  we 
ought  to  consider  the  costs  of  the  equiva- 
lent to  first-class  service  in  other  coun- 
tries of  the  world.  For  example,  in  France, 
the  cost  is  18  cents;  in  Sweden  23  cents; 
and  in  Japan,  over  16  cents.  In  the  United 
Kingdom  the  cost  is  over  17  cents,  and 
this  cost  has  jumped  a  total  of  89  per- 
cent in  the  last  2  vears.  Compared  to 
these  figures,  Canada  has  maintained  a 
constant  cost  of  8  cents.  The  point  of  this 
comparison  is  that  the  final  per-letter 
cost  to  consumers  will  depend  to  a  large 
degree,  on  the  extent  to  which  the  indi- 
vidual governments  are  willing  to  sub- 
sidize their  postal  services.  Other  factors 
of  course  are  efficiency  and  overhead 
services.  By  giving  Congress  increased 
budgetary  authority,  this  amendment 
would  allow  for  closer  attention  to  the 
appropriate  mix  of  subsidies  and  rate  in- 
creases. 

I  am  not  saying  that  our  rates  should 
always  remain  constant  or  that  under  no 
circumstances  should  we  close  any  post 
office.  I  think  these  matters  will  require 
close  attention  and  study.  It  may  well  be 
that  the  costs  which  would  be  incurred 
by  such  policies,  which  inevitably  would 
be  passed  on  to  all  our  taxpayers,  can- 
not be  justified  when  compared  with  the 
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benefits  of  these  policies.  But  the  point 
is  that  until  Congress  again  becomes  in- 
volved, the  appropriate  level  of  public 
subsidy  vis  a  vis  private  cost  bearing  will 
never  be  determined. 

We  will  continue  to  flail  away  at  the 
Postal  Service  while  we  lack  the  legisla- 
tive tools  and  the  conviction  to  confront 
the  problem  directly  ourselves. 

The  amendment  would  remedy  this 
situation.  Postal  revenues  would  again  go 
directly  into  the  Treasury  and  the  ap- 
propriate amount  of  subsidy  would  come 
out  of  the  Treasury.  The  system  would 
mesh. 

We  would  be  accountable  to  our  con- 
stituents for  the  tough  decisions  involv- 
ing post  office  closings  and  rate  increases. 
With  this  modified  structure  they  too 
would  be  in  a  better  position  to  deter- 
mine the  level  and  type  of  service  they 
consider  appropriate. 

Congress  would  not  be  making  all  of 
the  business  decisions  for  the  Postal 
Service.  This  would  still  be  the  job  of  the 
Postmaster  General.  Nor  would  Congress 
be  setting  rates.  This  would  be  left  to  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission. 

But  Congress  would  be  in  a  position  to 
have  an  impact  on  these  decisions,  and 
to  alter  their  direction  in  broad  policy 
terms,  through  the  authorization  and  ap- 
propriation mechanism. 

This  amendment  would  impose  a 
moratorium  on  any  further  rate  in- 
creases, service  cutbacks,  or  post  office 
closings  until  the  end  of  the  upcoming 
fiscal  year,  September  30,  1977,  by  which 
time  Congress  will  have  its  oversight 
mechanisms  in  place. 

All  curbline  delivery  must  be  contin- 
ued. All  post  offices  serving  more  than  35 
families  must  remain  open.  Those  serv- 
ing fewer  than  35  families  can  be  closed 
only  with  the  consent  of  at  least  60  per- 
cent of  the  patrons. 

This  is  a  necessary  provision  to  pre- 
vent such  events  until  such  time  as  Con- 
gress is  again  in  a  position  to  participate 
and  judge  as  a  matter  of  policy  whether 
these  cutbacks  are  appropriate. 

We  are  late  by  6  years  in  our  ad- 
dressing this  matter  in  a  comprehensive 
fashion,  but  we  are  still  not  too  late  to 
alter  the  situation  of  despair  and  decay. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  make  one  additional  point, 
not  directly  related  to  the  legislation  be- 
fore us  today,  but  of  interest  to  me  in  my 
capacity  as  chairman  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  Alcoholism  and  Drug  Abuse  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 

I  have  followed  with  great  interest  the 
Postal  Service's  work  in  the  area  of  al- 
coholism rehabilitation,  and  have  noted 
the  substantial  progress  being  made  by 
its  program  for  alcoholic  recovery — 
PAR.  This  program  should  serve  as  an 


excellent  example  for  other  industries  in 
the  process  of  setting  up  similar  pro- 
grams. 

Also,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the 
Postal  Service  is  in  the  initial  stages  of 
starting  a  similar  effort  to  deal  with  drug 
abuse.  I  wish  it  success  in  this  area,  too, 
and  hope  it  is  able  to  realize  the  same 
good  results  as  it  has  in  PAR. 

Such  programs,  if  successful,  are  able 
to  greatly  increase  productivity,  reduce 
absenteeism,  and  foster  overall  efficiency. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  will  vote 
for  the  legislation  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr. 
McGee)  as  reasonable  approach  to  our 
postal  service  problem. 

The  Postal  Service  threatens  to  be- 
come a  national  embarrassment.  Services 
have  been  reduced  in  quality  and  scope 
while  rates  have  been  increasing.  People 
in  my  home  State  of  Maine,  and  I  am 
sure  millions  of  people  in  rural  areas 
across  America  are  understandably  sus- 
picious when  the  Postal  Service  suggests 
that  their  local  post  office  be  closed  in  the 
name  of  efficiency.  The  average  postal 
patron  is  understandably  upset  by 
frequent  reports  of  delays,  destroyed 
parcels,  and  lost  letters.  One  enterprising 
newspaper  in  Maine  sponsored  a  contest 
between  the  Postal  Service  and  a  canoe. 
The  letter  sent  by  canoe  arrived  first. 

It  is  clear  that  the  present  system  is  not 
working.  When  we  acted  6  years  ago  to 
detach  the  Postal  Service  from  the 
Federal  bureaucracy,  we  had  high  hopes 
that  the  new  agency  could  maintain  the 
American  tradition  of  mail  service  while 
operating  an  economicallv  sound  agency. 
We  now  face  the  fact  that  this  approach 
was  a  failure,  and  we  must  try  something 
new. 

The  bill  presented  by  Mr.  McGee, 
which  is  supported  by  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  offers  us 
the  opportunity  to  examine  closely  just 
what  our  next  step  should  be. 

There  are  literallv  billions  of  dollars 
at  stake  in  any  decision  we  make  on  the 
Postal  Service.  But  as  importantly,  there 
is  a  need  to  reemphasize  a  tradition  of 
service  in  the  mails  which  is  as  old  as 
our  Nation.  These  are  decisions  we  must 
not  make  lightly,  and  following  the 
course  recommended  in  this  legislation 
will  give  us  all  the  opportunity  to  explore 
all  the  logical  alternatives  before  we  take 
action  to  restructure  the  agency. 

The  bill  contains  several  crucial  fea- 
tures during  the  period  of  the  study:  a 
moratorium  on  post  office  closings  to 
assure  our  rural  citizens  their  needs  will 
not  be  abandoned;  a  moratorium  on 
postal  rate  increases;  and  a  requirement 
that  door  and  curbline  delivery  be 
continued. 

We  may  well  conclude  after  careful 
review  that  the   Postal   Service  should 
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be  reestablished  as  a  Government  agency. 
But  we  should  have  before  us  other 
alternatives  before  we  take  that  step. 

Mr.  President,  postal  service  workers, 
postmasters  and  postmistresses  from 
across  Maine  have  supported  the  ap- 
proach recommended  bv  this  amend- 
ment. I  support  it  as  well.  It  is  the  only 
course  supported  by  the  administration, 
and  taking  it  would  avoid  a  long  struggle 
at  a  time  when  action  is  demanded. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  6  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  McGEE.  How  much  time  do  I  have 
remaining.  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ten  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Would  the  Senator  be  in- 
terested in  yielding  back  the  time?  We 
have  10  minutes  left. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Yielding  back  both 
times? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  pre- 
pared to  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  -unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Brian  Ben- 
nett of  my  staff  be  accorded  the  privi- 
lege of  the  floor  during  debate  on  this 
bill,  including  all  the  rollcalls. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

All  time  is  yielded  back.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  not  been  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a  second 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  as  we  have 
proceeded  with  this  consistently,  we  have 
just  gotten  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
Senator's  amendment.  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  explain  to  him  that,  on 
the  basis  of  the  procedural  operation,  I 
must  move  to  table.  Therefore,  I 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  thought  under  the 
unanimous -consent  agreement 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  motion 
to  table  is  not  in  order  under  the  unani- 
mous-consent agreement. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right.  I  forget 
about  that.  It  is  my  error. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment. The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 


Mr.  WEICKER  ("after  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative) .  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  .  If  he 
were  present  and  voting,  he  would  vote 
"nav."  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote.  I  would 
vote  "aye."  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my 
vote. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston),  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Culver)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke),  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Haskell)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale),  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Tunney), 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Clark)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Metcalf)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr. 
Philip  A.  Hart)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Tunney)  ,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  and  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Clark)  would  each  vote  "nay." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Brock)  , 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  Han- 
sen), and  the  Senator  from  North  Da- 
kota (Mr.  Young)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  is  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Garn)  is  absent  due  to  a  death 
in  the  family. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  58,  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No.  520  Leg.] 

YEAS— 26 

Abourezk 

Gravel 

McGovern 

Baker 

Hart,  Gary 

Nelson 

Biden 

Hatfiejd 

Nunn 

Cannon 

Hathaway 

Packwood 

Case 

Helms 

Randolph 

Church 

Hollings 

Ribicoff 

Durkln 

Kennedy 

Scott, 

Eagleton 

Laxalt 

William  L. 

Ford 

Mansfield 
NAYS— 58 

Stevenson 

Allen 

Glenn 

Muskie 

Bartlett 

Gold  water 

Pastore 

Bayh 

Griffin 

Pearson 

Beall 

Hruska 

Pell 

Bellmon 

Huddleston 

Percy 

Bentsen 

Humphrey 

Proxmlre 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Roth 

Buckley 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Bumpers 

Javlts 

Scott,  Hugh 

Burdick 

Johnston 

Spar  km  an 

Byrd, 

Leahy 

Stafford 

Harry  P.,  Jr. 

Long 

Stennis 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

.  Mathlas 

Stevens 

Chiles 

McClellan 

Stone 

Curtis 

McClure 

Symington 

Dole 

McGee 

Taft 

Domenicl 

Mclntyre 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

Montoya 

Tower 

Fannin 

Morgan 

Williams 

Fong 

Moss 
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PRESENT  AND  GIVING   A   LIVE  PAIR,   AS 
PREVIOUSLY  RECORDED— 1 
Weicker,  for 

NOT  VOTING— 15 
Brock  Hansen  Metcalf 

Clark  Hart.  Philip  A.    Mondale 

Cranston  Hartke  Thurmond 

Culver  Haskell  Tunney 

Garn  Magnuson  Young 

So  Mr.  Hollings'  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    NO.    2034 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
amendment  No.  2034. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  .  The  amendment  will  be 
stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole),  for 
himself  and  Mr.  Pastore,  proposes  an  amend- 
ment numbered  2034: 

On  page  38,  line  9,  strike  the  semicolon, 
substitute  a  comma,  and  add  the  following: 
"and  of  whom  one  shall  be  designated  to  rep- 
resent the  individual  noncommercial  users 
of  first-class  mail; ". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  announces  that  there  is  controlled 
time  on  this  amendment.  There  will  be 
20  minutes  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
(Mr.  Dole)  and  the  Senator  from  Wy- 
oming (Mr.  McGee)  . 

The  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Dick  Getzinger 
of  my  staff  be  granted  privilege  of  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
colleagues  and  the  American  public  in 
expressing  satisfaction  that  the  postal 
reform  issue  has  finally  reached  the  Sen- 
ate floor.  I  do  not  believe  there  is* one 
of  us  that  has  not  been  affected  by  the 
Postal  Service  crisis  in  one  way  or  an- 
other, whether  we  be  private  citizens, 
Members  of  Congress,  or  Postal  Service 
employees.  All  of  us  have  an  interest  in 
implementing  solutions  as  quickly  as 
possible.  None  of  us  wants  to  stand  by 
and  see  our  national  postal  network  fall 
apart  at  the  seams. 

The  Members  of  the*  Senate  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  Committee  have 
labored  many  hours,  in  consultation 
with  the  White  House  and  the  Postal 


Service,  to  draft  reasonable  legislation 
that  addresses  several  of  the  more  criti- 
cal problems  facing  the  Postal  Service 
today.  I  think  the  result,  which  is  be- 
fore us  today — H.R.  8603 — is  a  reason- 
able and  responsible  compromise  among 
the  various  interests  associated  with 
postal  reform.  It  is  a  good  bill;  it  is  not 
a  perfect  bill.  I  generally  favor  this  pro- 
posal and  believe  that,  with  a  few  per- 
fecting changes,  it  will  resolve  the  most 
immediate  pressing  problems  before  us. 
In  short,  it  will  provide  a  temporary 
subsidy  for  postal  service  debts  accrued 
through  September  30,  1977.  It  will  pro- 
vide a  temporary  moratorium  on  postage 
rate  increases  and  post  office  closings. 
And  it  will  establish  a  professional  Study 
Commission  to  provide  further  insight 
and  more  detailed  recommendations  on 
recurring  postal  problems.  I  support 
these  principal  components  of  H.R.  8603 
and  have  no  wish  to  diminish  their  ef- 
fectiveness in  any  way. 

need  for  modification 

However,  there  are  some  minor  weak- 
nesses within  this  bill  which,  in  my 
opinion,  need  to  be  modified  at  this  time. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  am  offer- 
ing two  amendments  to  H.R.  8603  as 
it  was  reported  from  committe.  I  seek 
only  to  perfect  this  bill  so  that  it  may 
be  more  responsive  to  the  mail  users'  in- 
terests and  needs,  and  believe  these 
changes  will  also  work  to  the  benefit  of 
Postal  Service  interests.  This  is  not  a 
time  for  ill-considered  amendments. 
These  proposals  of  mine  have  been  given 
the  most  careful  and  thorough  consid- 
eration and  should  only  improve  upon 
the  beneficial  qualities  of  this  legislation. 

I  would  call  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  that  these  amendments  have 
bipartisan  support,  and  have  both  logi- 
cal and  practical  application  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  bill. 

consumer  representative  on  study 
commission 

I  believe  that  the  Study  Commission 
established  by  this  bill  can  provide  valu- 
able insight  into  recurring  postal  prob- 
lems, as  well  as  useful  recommendations 
for  solutions  to  those  problems.  Con- 
sistent with  these  expectations,  I  believe 
it  is  important  for  the  private  first-class 
mail  users  to  be  represented  on  the  Com- 
mission. 

As  reported  by  the  committee,  H.R. 
8603  provides  for  12  Study  Commission 
members.  Each  House  of  Congress  is  to 
appoint  three  persons  to  the  Commission, 
the  President  is  to  appoint  four  members, 
and  the  Postmaster  General  and  Chair- 
man of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  are 
to  serve  as  ex  officio  members  of  the 
Study  Commission.  In  addition,  the  com- 
mittee bill  stipulates  that  two  commis- 
sion members,  among  those  appointed  by 
Congress,  are  to  be  members  of  the  Pos- 
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tal  Service  work  force.  Thus,  with  postal 
employees  and  the  Postmaster  General 
and  Postal  Rate  Commission  Chairman 
on  the  Study  Commission,  both  manage- 
ment and  labor  are  well  represented.  It 
is  reasonable  to  expect  that  they  will  ef- 
fectively represent  the  interests  of  postal 
management  and  postal  labor  in  devel- 
oping recommendations  for  later  postal 
reforms. 

I  believe  it  is  both  unjust  and  counter- 
productive to  the  purposes  of  this  Study 
Commission  if  the  interests  of  the  postal 
consumer  are  not  equally  represented. 
This  is  particularly  important  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  first-class  mail  users  com- 
prise the  largest  segment  of  postal  vol- 
ume and  postal  revenue  annually.  It  is 
those  private  individuals  who  will  be  pro- 
viding the  tax  dollars  for  the  postal  sub- 
sidy contained  within  this  bill.  And  it  is 
those  individuals  who  will  be  directly  af- 
fected by  the  recommendations  of  this 
Study  Commission  next  year.  There  are 
those  who  would  argue  that  consumer 
interests  will  be  represented  as  an  in- 
cidental interest  of  any  person  appointed 
to  the  Commission  by  Congress  or  the 
President.  However,  unless  specific  con- 
gressional mandate  is  provided  within 
this  bill  as  it  is  for  postal  labor  and  man- 
agement interests,  there  can  be  no  as- 
surance that  careful  attention  will  be  de- 
voted to  the  specific  concerns  and  view- 
points of  the  largest  segment  of  mail 
users. 

Let  me  provide  a  particular  example 
of  an  issue  area  where  consumer  input 
would  be  useful.  First-class  postage  rates 
have  risen  117  percent  during  the  past 
5  years.  This  substantial  rise  in  postage 
costs  is  having  a  negative  impact  on  both 
the  private  individual  and  the  Postal 
Service  alike.  The  relationship  between 
declining  first-class  mail  volume  and  ris- 
ing postage  rates  is  nothing  but  a  "vi- 
cious circle."  Postmaster  General  Benja- 
min Bailar  recently  noted  that — 

Our  customers  are  curtailing  their  use  of 
the  mail,  or  turning  to  alternate,  less  expen- 
sive means  of  communication.  And  as  rates 
go  higher,  public  resistance  grows  firmer,  and 
the  volume  drops  even  more. 

Alreadv,  postal  officials  are  discussing 
plans  for  a  first-class  postage  increase 
next  year,  and  rates  may  well  double 
again  in  the  next  5  years.  The  private 
consumer  will  be  hardest  hit  by  these 
rate  increases.  As  this  Stuly  Commission 
examines  the  concept  of  public  service  in 
the  Postal  Service,  it  must  not  forget  who 
that  service  is  primarily  intended  to 
benefit. 

Mv  amendment  No.  2034  provides  for 
effective  input  of  the  private  mail  users' 
viewpoints  into  Study  Commission  delib- 
erations. It  simply  states  that,  of  the 
four    Commission    members    to    be    ap- 


pointed bv  the  President,  "one  shall  be 
designated  to  represent  the  individual 
noncommercial  users  of  first-class  mail." 
It  is  mv  thinking  that  the  President  may 
wish  to  appoint  a  member  of  the  Office 
of  Consumer  Affairs  to  perform  this  dutv, 
or  nerhaps  some  other  individual  who  is 
well  acquainted  with  the  interests  and 
practices  of  first-class  mail  users.  Cer- 
tainly, the  problematical  issues  of  post- 
age rate  increases  and  post  office  clos- 
ings should  be  addressed  bv  the  Study 
Commission,  and  the  "consumer  repre- 
sentative" should  offer  a  useful  perspec- 
tive on  these  matters  from  the  private 
individual's  point  of  view. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Post  Office  Committee 
will  accent  this  amendment  to  the  com- 
mittee's bill.  If  not,  I  will  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  navs  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  this 
amendment  with  the  distinguished  floor 
leader  (Mr.  McGee).  I  h?.ve  also  dis- 
cussed it  with  others  who  have  an 
interest. 

The  first  amendment  has  to  do  with 
the  Study  Commission  established  by 
this  bill. 

It  was  hoped  by  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  that  we  would  have  some  non- 
users,  some  consumer  reoresentative,  a 
member  of  this  Study  Commission. 

It  was  the  hope  of  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  that  one  of  the  Presidential  ap- 
pointees mieht  be  someone  who  would 
fit  that  category. 

I  understand  the  reluctance  of  the 
executive  branch  to  say  that  we  are  go- 
ing to  be  tied  down  on  who  we  can  ap- 
point because  of  some  act  of  Congress. 

I  discussed  this  with  the  distinguished 
floor  manager  of  the  bill.  Perhaps  it 
should  be  made  clear  that  the  intent  is 
that  one  of  the  members  appointed  by 
the  President  would  be  a  consumer  rep- 
resentative. Postal  rates  have  gone  up 
117  percent  in  the  last  5  years.  Many 
people  are  turning  to  alternate  forms  of 
service.  It  seems  to  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  that  a  consumer  reoresentative 
would  be  a  most  appropriate  represent- 
ative. Perhaps  we  could  urge  the  Presi- 
dent to  aonoint  such  a  representative 
without  legislating  that  he  do  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  would  be  my  judgment, 
may  I  say  to  mv  colleague  from  Kansas, 
that  urging  it  will  be  an  effective  way  for 
the  simple  reason  that  the  equity  in  the 
suggestion  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
is  so  conspicuous  that  I  think  it  would 
carry  of  its  own  weight. 

The  issue  that  was  explained  to  the 
committee  was  the  President  just  felt  a 
little  sensitive  about  hamstringing  his 
prerogative  or  the  small  group  that  he 
would  have  the  prerogative  for  aopoint- 
ing  to  the  Commission.  I  would  think  it 
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would  serve  him  well  to  appoint  a  con- 
sumer representative  as  one  of  his  four 
appointees.  That  is,  somebody  who  is  not 
a  large  commercial  user  or  who  is  not 
personally  participating  in  the  postal 
system  of  the  United  States.  It  would  be 
a  very  wise  move  with  very  good  input. 
I  can  assure  the  Senator  that  the  two 
managers  of  the  bill  will  express  a  very 
strong  urging  of  the  administrative 
branch  to  accord  to  this  request  in  select- 
ing their  four  appointees. 

Mr.  FONG.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  would  like  to  join  my  dis-x 
tinguished  chairman  in  saying  that  we 
will  urge  the  President  to  do  what  the 
Senator  proposes  here.  I  am  sure  one  of 
the  Members  he  appoints  will  be  a  mail 
user. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Why  not  say  a  user  of  the 
mail.  Otherwise,  the  Senator  will  be 
called  to  task  by  the  ERA  that  he  has 
discriminated.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  FONG.  A  user  of  the  mails. 

Mr.  DOLE.  It  seems  we  could  end  up 
with  labor  and  management  but  no  one 
representing  the  users  of  the  mails.  I  have 
indicated  that  the  postal  rate  has  gone 
up  117  percent  in  the  last  5  years.  It  does 
have  a  negative  impact  on  the  consumers. 
The  Senator  from  Kansas  is  also  sensi- 
tive to  the  wishes  of  the  President,  more 
so  this  week  than  last  week.  Based  on 
the  assurance  of  my  distinguished  col- 
leagues, I  will  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  withdrawn. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  is  still  recog- 
nized. 

UP  AMENDMENT  NO.  367 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  send  a 
modified  version  of  printed  amendment 
No.  2033  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole)  pro- 
poses an  imprinted  amendment  No.  367,  a 
modification  of  printed  amendment  2033. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  27,  line  23,  strike  all  after  the 
words  "ending  on"  through  the  word  "Con- 
gress," on  page  28,  line  3;  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  "September  30,  1977,"; 

On  page  28,  line  4,  strike  the  words  "have 
in  effect"  and  substitute  in  lieu  thereof  "sub- 
mit a  request  for"; 

On  page  28,  line  7,  replace  the  semicolon 
with  a  comma,  and  add  the  following:  "it 
being  understood  that  prior  to  the  submis- 
sion of  any  such  request,  the  Service  shall 
give  careful  consideration  to  the  recommen- 
dations of  the  Commission  on  the  Postal 
Service;"; 

On  page  37,  beginning  with  line  14,  strike 
out  all  through  page  38,  line  3,  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 


any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the 
recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  relating  to  proposed  changes  in 
rates  of  postage  and  fees  for  postal  services 
requested  by  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice in  the  first  request  made  after  the  period 
during  which  the  Postal  Service  may  not 
make  any  such  request  as  provided  under 
section  2401  (e)  (1)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  section  (2)  of  this  Act. 

"(2)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  as  such  provisions 
were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to  any 
temporary  rate  or  fee  which  may  be  estab- 
lished pursuant  to  the  first  request  described 
in  paragraph  (1)  ."', 

On  page  41,  line  12,  strike  the  words  "or 
before  February  15,"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"September  30,". 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  modi- 
fied my  original  amendment  to  insure 
that  there  will  be  no  detrimental  conse- 
quences to  the  financial  status  of  the 
Postal  Service.  As  introduced,  this 
amendment  still  accomplishes  three  prin- 
cipal tasks:  First,  it  will  extend  the 
moratorium  on  postage  rate  increases 
and  service  cutbacks  until  September  30, 
1977;  second,  it  will  extend  the  lifetime 
of  the  Postal  Study  Commission  until 
September  30,  1977;  and  third,  it  will  re- 
quix-e  that  the  final  report  of  the  Study 
Commission  be  given  proper  considera- 
tion by  the  Postal  Service  before  action 
is  taken  to  increase  postage  rates.  The 
basic  concepts  underlying  each  of  these 
objects  are  already  embodied  within  the 
bill  before  us,  H.R.  8603.  My  amendments 
only  improve  upon  those  concepts,  to  the 
advantage  of  both  the  Postal  Service  and 
the  postal  consumer.*- 

The  modification  to  my  amendment 
should  resolve  any  concern  that  exten- 
sion of  the  moratorium  would  have  major 
impact  on  Postal  Service  finances.  Under 
present  law,  the  Postal  Service  may  im- 
plement a  "temporary  rate  increase" 
90  days  after  making  the  request,  if  no 
decision  is  forthcoming  from  the  inde- 
pendent Postal  Rate  Commission.  The 
bill  before  us  would  prevent  that  tem- 
porary increase  until  10  months  after  a 
request  is  made.  Since  my  amendment 
delays  the  first  opportunity  for  a  rate  in- 
crease request,  and  because  I  have  no 
desire  to  unduly  delay  the  rate  increase  if 
the  Study  Commission's  report  finds 
additional  increases  advisable,  my  modi- 
fied amendment  allows  for  implementa- 
tion of  a  temporary  rate  increase  90  days 
after  request  is  made.  This  conforms  to 
current  law.  and  would  only  apply  to  the 
first  request  following  the  extended 
moratorium.  In  effect,  a  temporary  rate 
increase  could  be  implemented  as  early 
as  January  1978,  and  the  extended  mora- 
torium would  therefore  cause  no  serious 
financial  consequence  to  Postal  Service 
revenue. 


456 


T  want  to  emphasize  the  reason  why 
the  moratorium  should  be  extended  and 
the  request  delayed.  But  first,  I  will  point 
out  the  need  for  extension  of  the  lifetime 
of  the  Study  Commission. 

If  the  Postal  Studv  Commission  es- 
tablished by  H.R.  8603  is  to  be  anything 
more  than  a  farce,  it  must  be  given  ade- 
quate time  to  perform  a  worthwhile  task. 
The  committee  language  would  have  the 
Commission  issue  its  analysis  of  postal 
problems  and  recommendations  for  solu- 
tions as  early  as  next  February  15. 

Does  the  committee  really  believe  that 
6  years'  worth  of  postal  problems  can  be 
properly  studied,  analyzed,  and  useful 
recommendations  issued  in  that  short  a 
period?  I  think  not.  Assuming  enactment' 
of  this  bill  as  early  as  mid -September, 
there  would  be  barely  5  months  to  select 
Commission  members,  organize  the 
agenda,  and  perform  the  mandated  task. 

Frankly,  the  short  period  allowed  by 
the  committee's  bill  discredits  the  whole 
argument  for  such  a  commission.  My 
amendment  will  allow  approximately  1 
full  year  to  get  professional  and  useful 
work  out  of  the  Study  Commission — 
comprehensive  work  which  no  other  Fed- 
eral agency  can  undertake. 

EXTENSION  OF   MORATORIUM 

With  my  amendment,  the  moratorium 
on  posage  rate  increases  and  service  cut- 
backs— including  arbitrary  rural  post 
office  closings — will  be  extended  for  the 
additional  lifetime  of  the  Study  Commis- 
sion. More  importantly,  the  moratorium 
will  coincide  with  the  fiscal  year  1977, 
for  which  Congress  will  be  providing  the 
Postal  Service  with  a  substantial  subsidy. 
It  is  both  fair  and  logical  that  the  mail- 
using  public  be  granted  a  "reprieve"  from 
higher  rates  and  service  cutbacks  dur- 
ing the  period  for  which  their  tax  dol- 
lars provide  a  $1  billion  subsidy  for  the 
Postal  Service  indebtedness. 

Most  Americans  have  been  exposed  to 
the  recurrent  theme  that  they  must 
either  support  the  Postal  Service  with 
a  larger  tax  subsidy,  or  expect  higher 
postage  rates  and  more  post  office  clos- 
ings. Provisions  of  H.R.  8603,  as  currently 
drafted,  suggest  the  probability  of  both 
circumstances  burdening  the  public  at 
the  same  time.  My  amendment  resolves 
this  inequity. 

The  Postal  Board  of  Governors  would 
be  restrained  from  submitting  a  new 
postage  rate  increase  request  to  the  Pos- 
tal Rate  Commission  until  after  the 
Study  Commission  issues  its  September 
30  report.  I  think  the  legislative  history 
of  H.R.  8^03  should  make  it  clear  that 
one  very  important  duty  of  the  Study 
Commission  will  be  to  examine  and  re- 
port on  the  impact  of  higher  postage 
rates  upon  mail  use  in  the  future.  Is  the 
incident   of   rising  rates  and   declining 


mail  volume  just — as  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral Benjamin  Bailar  has  suggested — "a 
vicious  circle?"  Do  higher  postage  rates 
effectively  defeat  their  purpose  by  driv- 
ing mail  users  to  other  forms  of  trans- 
fer and  communication  over  a  distance? 
There  should  be  no  refauest  for  higher 
rates  until  this  key  question  has  been 
addressed  by  a  professional  study  com- 
mission, and  its  findings  examined  in  a 
responsible  manner  by  postal  officials. 

Finally,  the  extended  "breathing 
spell"  offered  by  this  lengthened  mora- 
torium should  give  the  Post  Office  Com- 
mittees of  both  Houses  of  Congress  ample 
time  to  organize  their  agendas  next  year, 
to  facilitate  additional  legislative  atten- 
tion to  postal  problems.  Under  the  Feb- 
ruary 15  cutoff  date  for  the  moratorium 
established  by  the  bill,  Congress  will 
barely  have  reconvened  and  committee 
assignments  will  barely  be  made  before 
the  Postal  Service  resumes  rate  hikes  and 
rural  post  office  closings — with  no  chance 
for  congressional  debate  or  legislative 
action  in  the  95th  Congress.  Let  us  not 
be  blind  to  the  fact  that  it  will  be  "busir 
ness  as  usual"  for  the  Postal  Service  after 
February  15,  1977,  as  rates  shoot  up,  hun- 
dreds of  small  post  offices  are  closed,  and 
services  are  further  curtailed. 

Mr.  President,  I  generally  support  the 
bill  now  before  us,  but  truly  believe  that 
these  well-considered  concerns  must  be 
resolved  before  the  Senate  approves  the 
measure.  My  amendment  offers  a  more 
logical  and  effective  method  to  facilitate 
the  objectives  of  the  bill,  and  I  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  the  ad- 
ministration opposes  this  amendment 
and  the  committee  opposes  the  amend- 
ment. We  are  under  time  constraints.  I 
am  prepared  to  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  have  nothing  to  add  to 
what  the  Senator  has  said.  The  only 
complication  in  his  proposal  is  that  it 
goes  beyond  the  dimensions  of  the  truce, 
the  moratorium.  It  would  be  a  legitimate 
subject  for  reconsideration  when  the 
report  by  the  Commission  comes  back  on 
the  15th  of  February.  But  up  to  that 
point  it  would  stand  in  violation.  That  is 
the  reason,  I  am  sure,  that  the  White 
House  could  not  accept  that  within  the 
terms  of  this  temporary  compromise  that 
this  has  been  prepared. 

Mr.  FONG.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  vield. 

Mr.  FONG.  This  means  that  up  to 
September  30,  1977,  there  could  not  be 
any  kind  of  a  request  for  a  rate  increase, 
if  this  amendment  goes  through.  The 
Postal  Service  feels  that  it  would  have  no 
money  with  which  to  pay  the  pavroll  in 
fiscal  1978.  They  say  this  amendment  is 
an  exercise  in  false  economy  and  it  would 
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cost  more  monev  in  having  this  amend- 
ment enacted.  If  this  amendment  is  en- 
acted it  will  be  very  costly  to  the  post 
office.  From  that  standpoint.  I  urge  the 
Senator  to  withdraw  his  amendment. 

Mr.  DOLE.  The  Senator  from  Kansas 
does  not  wish  to  withdraw  it,  but  I  am 
willing  to  accept  the  verdict  of  a  voice 
vote. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  vield  back  the  remainder 
of  the  time  on  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

It  would  seem  that  the  ayes  might 
have  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  is  it  in  or- 
der in  a  parliamentary  sense  to  ask  for 
the  voice  vote  to  be  repeated  since  we 
were  not  listening? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator can  ask  for  a  division. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Can  we  ask  for  a  repeti- 
tion of  a  voice  vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not  a 
repetition. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  ask  for  a  division  on  the 
question,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  division 
is  requested.  Senators  in  favor  of  the 
amendment  will  rise  and  stand  until 
counted. 

[After  a  pause.] 

Those  opposed  will  rise  and  stand  until 
counted. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
rejected. 

AMENDMENT    NO.    2069 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  what  is  the 
time  limitation  on  this  next  series  of 
amendments? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  has  two 
amendments  on  which  there  shall  be  30 
minutes  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
trolled by  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Helms),  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee). 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  call  up  amendment  No. 
2069,  Mr.  President,  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Helms)  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Mr.  Fannin 
proposes  amendment  No.  2069. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  further  reading  of  the  amendment 
be  dispensed  with,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows : 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  10.  (a)  Chapter  6  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 


( 1 )  by  striking  out  sections  601  and  602; 

(2)  by  redesignating  section  603  through 
section  606  as  section  601  through  section  604, 
respectively;   and 

(3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"§  605.  Carriage   of  mail  by  private  express 
permitted 

"Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  the  carriage  of  mail,  or  other  licit  mat- 
ter, by  private  express  or  carrier  for  com- 
pensation, or  otherwise,  is  expressly  per- 
mitted.". 

(b)(1)  The  table  of  chapters  for  part  I 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  chap- 
ter 6  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 
"6.  Private  carriage  of  mails 601". 

(2)   The  caption  for  chapter  6  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 
"CHAPTER    6— PRIVATE    CARRIAGE    OF 
MAILS". 

(c)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  6  of 
title  39.  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"Sec. 

"601.  Searches  authorized. 
"602.  Seizing  and  detaining  letters. 
"603.  Searching  vessels  for  letters. 
"604.  Disposition  of  seized  mail. 
"605.  Carriage  of  mail  by  private  express  per- 
mitted.". 

(d)  (1)  Chapter  83  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  bv  striking  out  sections 
1694,  1695,  1696,  1697,"and  1725. 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  83  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  items  relating  to  sections 
1694.   1695,   1696,   1697,   and   1725. 

(e)  Section  1698  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than 
letters  or  packages  carried  by  private  ex- 
press)" immediately  after  the  word  "cargo". 

(f)  Section  1699  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "except  where 
carried  by  private  express  and"  immediate- 
ly after  the  phrase  "nearest  post  office,"  and 
inserting  the  same  language  immedaitely 
after  the  phrase  "under  my  power  or  con- 
trol,". 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  we  all  real- 
ize the  gravity  of  the  postal  crisis  which 
has  been  thrust  upon  us.  and  I  well  un- 
derstand the  efforts  of  the  distinguished 
members  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  to  cope  with  the  many 
problems  involved.  But  at  the  same  time, 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  feels, 
along  with  many  others,  that  these 
efforts,  in  the  long  run,  are  only  treating 
the  symptoms  of  postal  mismanagement 
and  inefficiency.  Controls  and  constraints 
applied  from  the  outside  only  act  as  a 
bandage;   they  do  nothing  to  stimulate 
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the  internal  discipline  and  innovation 
that  are  necessary  for  the  survival  of  any 
organism. 

Therefore,  the  amendment  which  I  am 
submitting  on  behalf  of  myself  and  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Fannin),  is 
intended  as  a  supplement  to  the  emer- 
gency efforts  proposed  by  the  commit- 
tee. The  text  of  the  amendment  is  the 
same  as  the  bill  I  proposed  not  long  ago, 
S.  3025.  Basically,  it  repeals  the  so-called 
private  express  statutes,  thereby  per- 
mitting the  carriage  of  first-class  mail 
by  private  express.  In  other  words,  my 
amendment  would  restore  the  beneficial 
remedy  of  private  competition  in  order 
to  stimulate  internal  renovation  in  the 
Federal  Postal  Service,  and  to  provide  a 
service  benchmark  for  the  efficient 
delivery  of  mail. 

Mr.  President,  when  Congress  enacted 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  it 
was  hoped  that  the  mail  service  would,  at 
long  last,  operate  on  an  efficient,  fiscally 
sound  basis.  There  would  be  an  end  to 
mounting  postal  deficits.  Future  rate  in- 
creases would  be  substantially  curtailed. 
The  post  office  operation  would  be  self- 
sufficient. 

None-of  these  goals,  of  course,  has  been 
reached.  Indeed,  we  may  be  further  from 
them  today  than  we  were  in  1970. 

In  1971,  the  Postal  Service  began  op- 
erations with  an  equity  of  $1.7  billion  in 
cash.  During  its  first  full  year  of  opera- 
tion, the  Postal  Service  ran  up  a  deficit 
of  $13  million.  By  1975,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice reported  a  deficit  of  $989  million.  Re- 
cently, postal  officials  predicted  a  $1.5 
billion  deficit  for  fiscal  year  1976  and 
an  accumulated  deficit  of  $3.1  billion. 

However,  while  the  postal  deficit  has 
increased,  postal  rates,  as  every  Ameri- 
can knows  all  too  well,  have  increased 
just  as  rapidly. 

Since  1971,  the  cost  of  mail  service  has 
increased  63  percent,  while  in  compari- 
son, the  Department  of  Labor's  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  reports  that  the  cost 
of  other  services  has  increased  by  35 
percent. 

During  this  time,  the  public  has 
watched  the  price  of  a  first  class  stamp 
rise  from  8  cents  to  10  cents  to  13  cents 
and  postal  experts  suggest  that  within 
the  near  future  the  cost  of  mailing  a 
first  class  letter  may  jump  to  between 
35  cents  and  $1. 

Concurrently,  Americans  pay  for  their 
postal  service,  not  only  as  postal  cus- 
tomers, but  as  taxpayers  as  well.  The 
House  Postal  Committee  has  determined 
that  the  average  tax  subsidy  for  the  mail 
service  is  approximately  $37.50  for  each 
household  in  the  United  States.  This 
figure  could  also  double  within  the  next 
few  years  as  a  result  of  the  increasing 
postal  deficit. 


Regardless  of  TTow  far  we  areHEoday 
from  achieving  the  goals  of  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  the  objec- 
tives articulated  in  this  legislation  still 
merit  our  continued  support.  Financial 
self-sufficiency;  improved  working  con- 
ditions and  standards ;  ■  decisionmaking 
on  a  business,  rather  than  a  political 
basis,  are  goals  still  to  be  sought  after.  In 
part,  they  have  been  achieved.  Still,  it  is 
evident  that  the  Postal  Service  lacks  the 
flexibility  and  self-sufficiency  to  meet  the 
demands  of  the  marketplace  in  a  busi- 
ness-like manner.  We  should  encourage 
every  opportunity  for  greater  flexibility 
on  the  part  of  the  Postal  Service  in  meet- 
ing the  demands  of  the  American  postal 
consumer. 

-  One  of  the  most  serious  problems  con- 
fronting the  Postal  Service  is  the  reduc- 
tion of  mail  volume.  In  1975,  mail  volume 
declined  for  the  first  time  since  the  Great 
Depression.  Today,  postal  officials  pre- 
dict a  continuing  reduction  of  4  percent 
per  year  for  the  indefinite  future.  The 
reasons  for  this  projected  decline  are 
simply  a  combination  of  rising  postal 
rates  and  commercially  feasible  alterna- 
tives provided  by  the  free  enterprise  sys- 
tem. For  example,  United  Parcel  Service 
already  processes  more  than  half  of  the 
parcel  post  volume  in  the  United  States. 

I  believe  that  the  competition  provided 
from  private  enterprise  will  encourage 
the  Postal  Service  in  meeting  the  goals 
of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970. 
Indeed,  it  may  be  the  greatest  stimulus 
to  the  creation  of  a  healthy  and  self- 
sufficient  national  postal  system. 

Several  of  the  cost-cutting  procedures 
adopted  by  the  Postal  Service  have  been 
in  existence  in  private  enterprise  for 
quite  some  time.  The  competition  pro- 
vided by  private  delivery  of  parcel  post 
has  stimulated  the  Postal  Service  to 
make  needed  improvements.  However,  it 
is  clear  that  the  Service  still  has  far  to  go 
in  becoming  competitive  enough  to  win 
back  part  of  its  lost  share  of  the  parcel 
post  market. 

Historically,  private  enterprise  has  as- 
sumed just  such  a  role  in  the  develop- 
ment of  our  national  postal  service. 
Wayne  E.  Fuller,  in  his  book  "The  Amer- 
ican Mail,"  states  that — 

The  invasion  of  the  government's  postal 
monopoly  by  private  business  was  really  a 
boon  to  the  mall  service,  for  it  forced  the 
government  to  improve  its  postal  system. 

Legally,  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  enjoys 
a  monopoly  in  the  carriage  and  delivery 
of  first-class  letter  mail.  As  a  practical 
matter,  it  is  evident  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice will  be  losing  more  and  more  business 
every  year  to  private  companies  who  pro- 
vide more  economical  alternatives  to  the 
traditional  postal  letter.  I  believe  it  is 
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time  that  the  law  reflect  the  current  eco- 
nomic realities  of  the  postal  delivery  in- 
dustry. 

Some  argu;  that  the  entrance  of 
private  enterprise  into  the  first-class 
mail  delivery  market  would  result  only  in 
a  "cream  skimming"  operation.  Under 
this  scenario,  private  enterprise  would 
only  enter  the  most  profitable  markets 
while  neglecting  the  less  profitable  ones. 
The  difficulty  with  this  view  is  that  such 
competition  is  already  taking  place  in 
regard  to  other  classes  of  mail  and  is 
about  to  take  place  regarding  first-class 
delivery. 

First-class  mail  accounts  for  60  per- 
cent of  all  postal  volume  and  revenue. 
Of  that  60  percent,  more  than  half  con- 
sists of  bills  and  invoices  being  sent  out 
and  checks  and  money  orders  being  re- 
turned. Without  doubt,  this  is  the  most 
profitable  and  most  managable  portion  of 
the  mail  industry.  Although  the  present 
private  express  statutes  prohibit  the  use 
of  third  parties  to  deliver  one's  mail, 
there  is  no  prohibition  against  self- 
delivery  and  many  department  stores, 
banks  and  utility  companies  are  now 
experimenting  with  self -delivery.  In  an- 
other instance,  banks  are  also  experi- 
menting with  electronic  funds  transfer 
systems  which  would  allow  depositors  to 
automotically  pay  their  bills  through 
the  electronic  alteration  of  their 
accounts  without  the  use  of  the  mails. 

Careful  attention  to  the  technological 
development  of  information  distribution 
systems,  as  well  as  the  fluctuations  in  the 
mail  delivery  market,  suggest  that  the 
state  of  the  art  in  the  near  future  will 
be  such  as  to  force  consumers  from  the 
Postal  Service  to  private  distributors. 
Faced  with  declining  volume  and  in- 
creasing rates,  the  Postal  Service  is 
caught  in  the  classic  scissors  situation.  It 
cannot  compensate  for  declining  volume 
by  increasing  its  rates.  And  because  the 
Postal  Service  is  limited  to  the  degree  of 
postal  rate  increases  which  are  eco- 
nomically feasible  in  relation  to  their 
adverse  affect  on  user  volume,  the  result 
of  the  committee's  proposal  is  a  per- 
petually increasing  Federal  subsidy. 

Those  who  may  oppose  repeal  of  the 
private  express  statutes  should  realize 
that,  as  a  practical  matter,  private  enter- 
prise is  already  providing  alternatives  to 
Government  carriage  and  delivery  of 
first-class  letter  mail. 

In  part,  this  competition  is  responsible 
for  the  current  crisis  facing  the  postal 
system.  But  simply  ignoring  the  develop- 
ment will  not  make  the  problem  go  away. 

I  believe  that  Congress  should  recog- 
nize the  fact  of  the  private  sector's  entry 
into  the  postal  delivery  market  and  pre- 
pare for  the  orderly  and  productive 
transformation  of  the  industry  itself  as  a 
result  of  this  development. 


It  is  evident  that  it  will  be  some  time 
before  the  Postal  Service  recovers  from 
the  crisis  with  which  it  is  presently  faced. 
Congressional  attention  will  continue  to 
be  necessary  for  the  immediate  future. 

And  only  Congress  can  prevent  an  in- 
dustry in  crisis  from  becoming  an  indus- 
try in  anarchy.  The  first  step  is  to  allow 
private  competition  in  the  delivery  of 
first-class  mail  and  let  the  competitive 
forces  of  the  marketplace  determine  the 
natural  character  of  the  industry. 

The  President's  Council  on  Wage  Price 
Stability  has  recentlv  recommended  that 
Congress  abolish  the  private  express 
statutes  -which  prohibit  competition  in 
the  carriage  and  delivery  of  first-class 
letter  mail.  This  recommendation  comes 
on  the  heels  of  a  formal  notice  of  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission,  which  was  pub- 
lished in  the  Federal  Register  on  Oc- 
tober 22,  1975,  for  the  purpose  of  solicit- 
ing comments  on  the  impact  and  admin- 
istration of  the  private  express  statutes. 
In  a  66 -page  report,  the  Council  ex- 
pressed the  view: 

That  permitting  competition  to  the  Postal 
Service's  first-class  mail  service  probably 
would  result  in  significant  benefits  to  the 
economy  and  to  the  mail  user. 

The  Council  concludes  that: 

In  addition  to  promoting  allocative  effi- 
ciency, relaxation  or  repeal  of  the  private 
express  statutes  might  be  expected  to  pro- 
mote operating  efficiencies  within  the  postal 
system.  It  would  likely  stimulate  inovation 
and  changes  in  postal  technology,  and  re- 
strain increases  in  postal  labor  costs  reflect- 
ing improved  productivity. 

At  present,  the  private  express  statutes 
make  it  illegal  to  carry  a  letter  for 
profit,  to  "knowingly  convey"  anyone 
carrying  letters  for  profit,  to  give  any- 
one letters  to  be  carried  for  profit,  or  to 
use  a  letter  box  mail  slot  for  privately 
carried  mail  for  profit.  If  these  statutes 
were  repealed,  or  relaxed,  the  nature  of 
the  postal  industry  would  change,  of 
course,  as  new  competitors  entered  the 
field.  Although  we  cannot  precisely  pre- 
dict the  variety  and  extent  of  this  com- 
petition, it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that 
high  volume  businesses  in  the  metro- 
politan areas  would  be  particularly  at- 
tractive to  private  carriers.  According  to 
the  Council  on  Wage  and  Price  Stability, 
about  51  percent  of  all  first-class  mail  is 
generated  by  businesses,  much  of  this  is 
sent  by  high-volume  businesses,  such  as 
utility  companies,  and  "it  is  generally 
expected  that  this  is  the  segment  of  first- 
class  business  that  would  be  the  initial 
target  of  new  entrants." 

Adjustments  would  have  to  be  made 
concerning  the  Postal  Service's  loosely 
constructed  classification  schedule;  and 
there  would  have  to  be  some  relaxation 
of  the  uniform  first-class  rate  so  that  all 
segments  of  the  population  would  be  as- 
sured of  continued  service  and  equitable 
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treatment.  In  this  regard,  we  must  be  es- 
pecially mindful  of  the  possibility  that' 
private  carriers  would  be  less  attracted  to 
rural  delivery  than  urban  delivery,  and 
that  there  may  be  a  need  to  continue  the 
deliverv  of  mail  in  the  rural  areas  on  a 
subsidized  basis.  Likewise,  we  must  be  on 
guard  to  protect  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  postal  em^lovees  themselves.  If 
there  is  job  dislocation  or  the  threat- 
ened loss  of  employment  benefits  or  pen- 
sions as  a  result  of  this  legislation,  then 
we  must  stand  ready  to  take  corrective 
action. 

During  the  eariv  phases  of  demonopo- 
lization.  there  will  surely  be  problems, 
given  the  si/e  and  complexity  of  the 
postal  operation.  Not  being  omniscient, 
I  cannot  nredict  with  accuracy  each  and 
every  problem:  but  I  am  confident  that 
we  can  deal  with  these  problems  as  they 
arise,  and  take  the  necessary  steps  to  cor- 
rect them,  so  that  all  individuals  and 
communities  affected  are  assured  of  un- 
interrupted service  and  fair  treatment. 
Without  exploring  in  detail  all  of  the 
changes  that  would  have  to  be  made  if  the 
private  express  statutes  were  repealed, 
suffice  it  to  say  that  the  Council  on  Wages 
and  Price  Stability  expresses  no  serious 
reservations  about  the  feasibility  of  mak- 
ing the  mail  more  competitive. 

As  my  colleagues  are  aware,  there  are 
already  11  privately  owned  postal  serv- 
ices, carrying  second-,  third-  and  fourth- 
class  mail  in  various  parts  of  the  coun- 
try. These  firms  are  continuing  to  attract 
business.  The  privately  owned  United 
Parcel  Service,  for  example,  has  attract- 
ed so  many  customers  away  from  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  that  it  now  delivers 
more  packages  than  the  Postal  Service. 
And  no  wonder.  It  damages  only  one 
package  for  every  five  damaged  by  the 
Postal  Service,  and  its  rates  are  lower. 
What  is,  more,  the  United  Parcel  Serv- 
ice continues  to  make  substantial  profits, 
producing  more  revenue  to  the  Govern- 
ment. 

In  retrospect,  we  should  bear  in  mind, 
Mr.  President,  that  there  is  nothing  radi- 
cally new  or  bizarre  about  competition 
in  the  delivery  of  the  Nation's  mail.  Dur- 
ing the  first  half  of  the  19th  century,  for 
example,  private  carriers  flourished  in 
America.  In  1844,  Senator  James  Sim- 
mons of  Rhode  Island  estimated,  while 
speaking  on  the  floor  that  20  letters  were 
sent  by  private  carriers  for  every  letter 
carried  by  the  post  office,  so  extensive 
was  the  practice  of  private  delivery  at 
that  time.  The  private  express  statutes 
are  of  relatively  recent  origin. 

My  amendment  will  allow  private  car- 
riers to  carry  and  deliver  first-class  mail, 
and  it  will  abolish  the  principle  of  pub- 
lic ownership  and  control  of  mailboxes 
and  mail  slots,  making  them  the  private 
property  of  their  respective  owners. 


This  amendment  repeals  section  601 
and  602  of  title  39  of  the  United  States 
Code,  which  prescribes  certain  criteria' 
for  letters  not  carried  through  the  U.S. 
mails.  It  also  establishes  a  new  section 
605,  and  expressly  permits  the  carriage 
of  mail  by  private  express. 

With  respect  to  provision  of  the  Fed- 
eral Criminal  Code  that  have  the  effect 
of  prohibiting  the  private  carriage  of 
mail,  section  1694  of  title  18  of  the  United 
States  Code  makes  it  a  crime  to  carry 
mail  by  private  express;  section  1695 
makes  it  a  crime  to  carry  any  mail  on 
board  a  vessel  other  than  through  the 
Postal  Service;  section  1696  makes  it  a 
crime  to  carry  mail  by  private  express 
over  an  established  postal  route;  and  sec- 
tion 1697  makes  it  a  crime  for  any  one 
to  transport  a  person  who  is  carrying 
mail  by  private  express. 

Section  1725  of  title  18  of  the  United 
States  Code  makes  it  a  crime  for  any  one 
to  deposit  any  mail  on  which  U.S.  postage 
has  not  been  paid  in  any  mailbox  estab- 
lished to  receive  U.S.  mail.  This  amend- 
ment repeals  sections  1694,  1695,  1696, 
and  1697,  thereby  eliminating  these 
criminal  penalties  regarding  the  private 
carriage  of  the  mail.  It  also  repeals  sec- 
tion 1725,  in  order  to  permit  private  ex- 
press carriers  as  well  as  U.S.  postal 
carriers,  to  deposit  mail  in  mailboxes  and 
mail  slots.  It  is  well  to  remember  that 
mailboxes  are  bought  and  paid  for  by 
American  citizens,  and  not  by  the  Gov- 
ernment, and  that  repeal  of  this  section 
does  not,  therefore,  involve  any  loss  of 
Government  property. 

Finally,  my  amendment  makes  a  tech- 
nical, conforming  amendment  to  sections 
1698  and  1699  of  title  18,  which  relate  to 
the  delivery  of  mail  carried  by  vessel. 
These  amendments  simply  exempt  pri- 
vate carriers  from  the  requirements  im- 
posed upon  vessels  carrying  U.S.  mail. 
The  rationale,  of  course,  is  that  the  pri- 
vate carrier  will  henceforth  negotiate 
with  shipowners  through  contract,  there- 
by eliminating  the  need  for  Federal  law 
to  set  out  the  specifications  for  delivery. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self whatever  time  is  needed. 

This  amendment  provides  that  private 
firms  can  take  over  mail  deliveries  now 
exclusively  entrusted  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. Repeal  of  the  Private  Express  Stat- 
utes would  have  a  tremendously  adverse 
effect  on  the  Postal  Service,  and  ulti- 
mately on  the  American  public.  The  ma- 
jority of  postal  costs  are  fixed  costs, 
largely  unrelated  to  mail  volume.  If  the 
volume  were  to  decline  significantly  due 
to  such  an  action,  the  fixed  cost  would 
remain  to  be  apportioned  over  fewer 
pieces  of  mail.  The  result  would  be  con- 
siderably higher  postage  prices.  Private 
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companies  would,  most  assuredly,  con- 
centrate on  service  to  high  density  areas 
and  large  volume  business  mailers. 

In  other  words,  there  would  be  cream- 
skimming  by  private  carriers  that  would 
take  the  more  profitable  areas  and  leave 
the  unprofitable  areas  lone,  whereas  the 
Postal  Service  would  be  forced  to  take 
everything.  Individuals,  particularly 
those  outside  metropolitan  areas,  would 
not  have  alternate  services  available  to 
them  and  would,'  consequently,  bear  the 
burden  of  increased  postage  rates.  There 
are  a  myriad  of  other  implications  asso- 
ciated with  repeal  of  the  statutes,  rang- 
ing from  the  problems  of  tying  numerous 
private  firms  into  the  international  mail 
system  to  controlling  the  use  of  mails  for 
criminal  purposes. 

And  may  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that 
with  the  Postal  Service  now  running  an 
operating  deficit,  by  cream-skimming  the 
more  profitable  part  of  its  business,  that 
is,  in  the  metropolitan  areas  where  pri- 
vate enterprise  could  go  in  and  probably 
perform  the  service  much  cheaper  than 
the  Postal  Service,  because  it  does  not 
have  all  of  the  public  service  charges  and 
the  public  service  operating  expenses  be- 
cause it  need  not  go  to  far-flung  portions 
of  the  Nation  to  deliver  the  goods,  they 
could  cream  skim  the  really  profitable 
part  of  the  business  of  the  Postal  Service, 
and  in  this  respect,  if  they  cream  skim 
the  profitable  section,  then  the  Postal 
Service  will  be  called  upon  to  pick  up  the 
slack,  and  persons  in-outlying  areas  will 
be  called  upon  to  pay  more  for  their 
postal  rates,  and  in  this  regard  I  do  not 
think  it  is  a  good  thing. 

I  think  where  there  is  a  monopoly  in 
this  area,  there  is  a  tendency  to  have  a 
cheaper  service,  and  by  having  one  car- 
rier doing  the  job  and  doing  it  exclu- 
sively, without  anybody  coming  in  to 
take  the  more  profitable  portions  of  the 
business,  we  would  have  a  better  system. 
From  that  standpoint  we  oppose  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator has  10  minutes. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  yield  the  Senator  as 
much  time  as  he  desires. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

I  have  great  admiration,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, for  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Hawaii.  I  know  he  is  respected,  and 
certainly  he  is  to  be  commended  for  the 
excellent  service  that  he  has  rendered 
as  the  ranking  Republican  member  of 
the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee. 


I  do  agree,  though,  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  North  Carolina 
that  there  are  tremendous  problems  fac- 
ing the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  co- 
sponsor  the  amendments  offered  by  Sen- 
ators Helms  and  Buckley  to  H.R.  8603, 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976. 

The  effect  of  these  amendments  would 
be  to  end  the  Postal  Service's  monopoly 
on  first  class  mail  deliveries  and  on  the 
use  and  control  of  mailboxes  and  mail 
slots.  This  would  be  done  by:  First,  re- 
peal of  the  private  express  statutes  so  as 
to  allow  private  carriers  to  carry  and 
deliver  first-class  mail;  and  second,  abol- 
ishing public  ownership  and  exclusive 
control  of  postal  boxes,  making  them  the 
private  prooerty  of  their  owners-users 
and  permitting  other  carriers,  as  well  as 
U.S.  postal  carriers,  to  deposit  mail 
there. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  all  aware  of  the 
tremendous  problems  facing  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service.  I  am  sure  that  my  col- 
leagues have  received  from  their  con- 
stituents the  same  kind  of  angry  letters 
I  have  received  from  Arizonans  com- 
plaining about  the  operations  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  the  recent  increases 
in  postal  rates. 

I  think  that  we  can  all  agree  on  that. 
But  people/do  not  understand  why  the 
rates  keeo  rising  and  the  quality  of  the 
service  continues  to  decline  and  the  ef- 
ficiency declines.  I  share  their  concern. 

I  also  agree  with  those  who  say  that 
the  Postal  Service  should  be  required 
to  pay  its  own  way.  Unfortunately,  since 
passage  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act, 
our  postal  system  has  failed  to  function 
well,  either  as  a  business  or  a  public 
service,  and  I  do  feel  that  a  little  com- 
petition may  be  very  helpful  rather  than 
derogatory. 

The  proponents  of  H.R.  8603  would 
have  us  believe  that  a  simple  authoriza- 
tion of  another  $1  billion  to  be  applied 
against  accumulated  operating  indebted- 
ness and  another  special  commission 
study  of  postal  problems  will  be  sufficient 
to  clear  up  the  present  postal  mess. 
Moreover,  under  their  proposal  the  Pos- 
tal Service  would  not  be  permitted  to 
raise  rates  or  curtail  existing  services — 
in  fact,  door  and  curbline  deliveries 
would  be  mandated. 

However,  nowhere  in  H.R.  8603  or  in 
the  Post  Office  Committee's  majority  re- 
port one  find  the  sponsors  recommending 
any  fundamental  reforms  in  postal 
operations.  Nowhere  do  they  urge  or 
suggest  the  implementation  of  specific 
changes  to  improve  postal  services.  Their 
bill  also  fails  to  insure  accountability  to 
the  taxpayers  who  are  expected  to  foot 
the  bill  for  this  emergency  $1  billion 
subsidy.  It  should  be  clear  to  all  that  in 
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2  years,  without  substantive  reforms,  the 
Postal  Service  will  be  right  back  where 
it  was  before.  We  can  expect  that  the 
Postal  Service  will  come  to  Congress  to 
plead  for  another  $1  or  $2  billion  to  bail 
itself  out  of  its  continuing  difficulties. 

Mr.  President,  wholesale  reform  of  our 
Nation's  postal  system  is  called  for  and 
long  overdue.  The  present  Postal  Service 
crisis  has  become  intolerable.  Taxpayers 
arejsick  and  tired  of  footing  the  postal 
bill  while  postal  services  deteriorate  and 
postal  rates  continue  to  spiral.  The 
people  are  demanding  real  change,  not 
cosmetic  reform. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  what  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina judged  in  his  amendment  is  very 
much  needed. 

Transitional  subsidies  may  prevent  a 
temporary  disruption  of  postal  opera- 
tions, but  would  not  provide  long-range 
Improvements  in  those  operations. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  North  Caro- 
lina realizes  that.  A  moratorium  on  in- 
creased rates  and  service  cuts  would  in- 
sure only  continued  incompetence  and 
bureaucratic  inefficiency  throughout  the 
postal  system. 

I  certainly  commend  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  for  wanting  to  get  the 
Postal  Service  in  a  position  where  it 
must  render  good  service  to  be  competi- 
tive if  they  are  going  to  justify  their 
existence.  Bringing  the  Postal  Service 
back  under  congressional  control,  as  pro- 
posed by  some  critics,  would  only  subject 
the  system  once  more  primarily  to 
political  rather  than  economic  consider- 
ations. Such  control  did  not  work  before; 
in  fact,  it  worked  so  badly  that  reorga- 
nization was  widely  welcomed.  I  also 
question  whether  increased  subsidies  or 
higher  mail  rates  will  be  sufficient  to 
improve  postal  services  or  meet  the 
mounting  deficit. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  circum- 
stances perhaps  the  answer  is  to  end  the 
Postal  Service's  monopoly  on  first-class 
mail  delivery.  Congress  should  give  seri- 
ous consideration  to  an  approach  which, 
at  the  very  least,  shows  greater  promise 
than  the  legislative  proposals  contained 
in  H.R.  8603,  namely,  to  continue  sub- 
sidies for  an  indefinite  period  to  rural 
and  small  post  offices  to  keep  them  open 
until  they  can  pay  for  themselves  while 
permitting  free  competition  in  the  de- 
livery of  all  classes  of  mail.  That  is  why 
I  am  pleased  to  cosponsor  a  bill,  S.  3025, 
to  repeal  the  private  express  statutes 
and  now  to  support  the  Helms  amend- 
ment to  H.R.  8603.  In  my  view,  if  the 
Postal  Service  were  run  as  efficiently  as 
private  business,  an  American  could  mail 
a  letter  for  much  less  than  13  cents  and 
be  sure  it  would  arrive  safely,  speedily, 
and  in  one  piece.  That  certainly  is  not 
asking  too  much. 

Mr.  President,  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  the  reforms  contained  in  the  Buck- 
ley and  Helms  amendments  and  incor- 


porated in  S.  3065  follow  closely  the 
recommendations  of  the  President's 
Council  on  Wage  and  Price  Stability. 
The  Council  suggested  that  study  be 
given  to  repeal  of  legislative  barriers  to 
free  entry  into  mail  delivery  and  con- 
cluded that  strictly  local  mail  would  be 
the  initial  target  of  new  entry.  These  re- 
forms would  not  in  any  way  affect  Postal 
Service  delivery  to  rural  or  urban  areas, 
eliminate  rural  post  offices,  or  affect  the 
security  or  privacy  of  mail  deliveries. 
Rural  postal  service  would  continue  un- 
der the  U.S.  Postal  Service;  moreover, 
in  the  view  of  the  Council  on  Wage  and 
Price  Stability,  there  would  be  sufficient 
relaxation  of  uniform  first-class  rates 
to  make  such  service  more  attractive 
and  competitive. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  are  talking 
about  what  is  happening  in  this  Nation, 
there  are  already  11  privately  owned 
postal  services  carrying  second,  third, 
and  fourth  class  mail  in  all  regions  of 
the  Nation.  United  Parcel  Service,  for 
instance,  does  such  a  good  job  that  it 
now  delivers  more  packages  than  the 
Government  mail  service.  Little  wonder 
that  Federal  agencies  prefer  to  utilize 
UPS  than  to  rely  on  the  free,  but  un- 
reliable services  of  the  USPS. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's 3  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  1  additional  minute? 

Mr.  HELMS.  How  much  time  do  I  have 
remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  has  7  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  yield  as  much  time  as 
the  Senator  requires. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

A  number  of  local  government  officials 
have  complained  about  the  problems 
they  have  in  delivering  utility  bills  and 
statements  to  customers  in  light  of 
Postal  Service  restrictions.  In  my  own 
State  of  Arizona,  recently,  Mayor  Hance 
of  Phoenix  urged  support  for  legisla- 
tion permitting  the  city  to  drop  its  bills 
in  mailboxes  and  slots.  In  my  opinion, 
exclusive  USPS  control  of  mailboxes  and 
slots  is  unreasonable  and  costly  to  busi- 
nesses and  consumers. 

Ending  the  Postal  Service's  monopoly 
by  adopting  the  amendments  that  are 
being  offered  this  afternoon  by  Senator 
Helms  and  Senator  Buckley  would 
seem  to  make  good  economic  sense. 

For  these  reasons,  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  support  the  Helms  and  Buck- 
ley amendments  to  H.R.  8603.  If  these 
amendments  are  not  adopted,  I  shall 
have  great  difficulty  supporting  the 
postal  bill.  I  cannot,  in  good  conscience, 
vote  for  increased  funding  to  bail  out 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  without  also  re- 
quiring reform  in  postal  operations  and 
insuring  improvements  in  service. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater)  , 
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entitled  "How  Postal  Costs  Endanger 
America's  Reading  Habit,"  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

How  Postal  Costs  Endanger  America's 

Reading  Habit 

(By  Barry  Goldwater) 

A  serious  threat  to  the  American  reading 
public  has  gone  almost  unnoticed.  The  news 
media,  possibly  out  of  self-consciousness 
have  conveyed'  little  information  to  the  pub- 
lic about  the  problem,  treating  it  more  as 
in-house  business  than  as  the  legitimate 
news  story  it  really  is. 

But  haunting  the  American  press  today 
are  monstrous  increases  in  the  cost  of  send- 
ing its  product  in  the  mails.  This  financial 
burden  on  the  press  endangers  its  very  exist- 
ence as  a  diverse,  numerous  and  independ- 
ent institution. 

As  a  result  of  the  reform  of  the  old  Post 
Office  Department  from  a  governmental  unit 
into  a  quasi-independent,  private  business 
known  as  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  the  rate 
for  mailing  publications  has  shot  up  drasti- 
cally. At  one  point  in  1975,  the  ruling  of  a 
single  administrative  law  judge  for  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  threatened  to  in- 
crease mailing  rates  for  local  newspapers  by 
250  per  cent,  books  by  96  per  cent,  maga- 
zines by  121  per  cent  and  nonprofit  publica- 
tions by  132  per  cent. 

Although  the  Rate  Commission  did  not 
adopt  the  recommendations  of  the  law  judge 
in  full,  stunning  increases  are  nevertheless 
scheduled  under  two  decisions  already  made 
by  that  body.  For  example,  the  rates  cur- 
rently paid  by  magazines  and  metropolitan 
newspapers  have  doubled  since  1971,  when 
the  Postal  Service  began  operations.  As  a 
result  of  the  most  recent  rate  decision  and 
new  Postal  Service  proposals,  the  average 
rate  paid  by  these  publications  will  be 
nearly  four  times  greater  than  what  they 
were  in  1971.  In  dollar  terms,  these  maga- 
zines and  newspapers  paid  $128  million  to 
the  Postal  Service  in  1971,  and  they  will  pay 
more  than  $450  million  in  1979.  Average  rate 
increases  for  nonprofit  publications  will  be 
up  700  per  cent  to   1000  per  cent  by  1981! 

The  impact  of  these  increases  can  be  dis- 
astrous to  publications  trying  to  keep  then 
economic  heads  above  water.  Many  nonprofit 
and  profit  magazines  and  newsapapers  that 
depend  on  mail  delivery  will  simply  fold  up 
Libraries  will  be  forced  to  curtail  their  book- 
by-mail  services  and  their  book  purchases 
(The  total  circulation  of  newspapers  and 
magazines  in  the  mails  is  almost  9  billion  is- 
sues a  year;  half  the  books  purchased  by 
American  libraries  are  delivered  by  mail). 

It's  the  general  public  that  stands  to  suf- 
fer the  most.  And  remember,  our  society  Is 
based  upon  the  premise  that  a  self-govern- 
ing people  will  receive  the  knowledge  and 
information  that  is  necessary  for  us  to  make 
responsible  decisions. 

And  if  churches  find  it  too  expensive  to 
distribute  religious  materials  in  the  mails, 
if  retired  persons'  groups  are  unable  to  meet 
the  cost  of  mailing  news  bulletins  to  their 
membership,  if  schools  must  trim  mail  pur- 
chases of  classroom  publications  because  of 
higher  rates,  or  if  small -circulation  news- 
papers that  meet  the  special  needs  of  local 
communities  disappear,  who  can  predict  what 


the  impact  upon  the  culture  of  the  American 
people  might  be? 

With  this  in  mind,  I  sponsored  legislation 
with  other  members  of  Congress,  eventually 
enacted,  phasing  large  postal  rate  increases 
on  mailers  of  publications  over  a  longer 
period  of  time  than  originally  mandated  by 
the  Congress  when  it  changed  the  postal 
structure.  "For-profit''  magazines,  newspapers 
and  books  are  given  until  1979  to  adjust  to  the 
rising  postage  rates.  Nonprofit  publications 
are  allowed  until  1988  to  cope  with  these  in- 
creases. In  other  words,  mailers  of  ptiblica- 
tions  will  pay  the  full  rate  of  all  postage  in- 
creases by  the  end  of  their  respective  adjust- 
ment times,  but  instead  of  having  to  meet 
what  is  in  effect  several  years  of  increases  in 
a  single  year,  publications  will  be  given  a  rea- 
sonable period  of  time  for  absorbing  the  costs. 
During  the  phasing  period,  Congress  is  to  ap- 
propriate for  the  Postal  Service  budget  the 
difference  betwen  the  rate  actually  paid  by 
mailers  and  the  rate  which  would  have  been 
paid  absent  the  phasing. 

The  bill's  sponsor's  had  inserted  language 
in  the  legislation  which  they  believed  would 
make  the  annual  appropriations  process  near- 
ly automatic,  but  did  not  count  on  the  re- 
sourcefulness of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  in  defending  what  they  believe  is 
an  executive  prerogative.  So  it  shall  be  my 
aim  to  persuade  Congress  and  the  President 
to  carry  out  the  commitment  we  made  in 
putting  the  law  on  the  books  by  funding  the 
phasing  program  each  year  until  it  ends. 

How  can  a  political  conservative  who  or- 
dinarily is  skeptical  of  more  public  spending 
support  this  program?  Basically  there  are  six 
grounds  which  appear  compelling: 

First,  no  permanent  federal  payments  are 
provided.  By  1988,  all  publications  will  be 
pacing  the  entire  amount  of  all  postage  in- 
creases. 

Second,  the  rate  increases  were  unan- 
ticipated and  unforseeable  consequences  of 
action  taken  by  the  government  when  it 
transformed  the  old  Post  Office  Department 
into  the  Postal  Service.  Instead  of  stabilizing 
postal  costs  as  Congress  expected,  the  change 
created  a  postal  nightmare  in  the  form  of 
alarming  rate  increases. 

Third,  the  increases  are  beyond  the  control 
of  mailers,  and  not  the  result  of  bad  business 
judgment  by  publishers. 

Fourth,  there  is  solid  proof  that  mailers 
have  made  every  feasible  effort  they  could  to 
cope  with  increased  mailing  rates  by  im- 
plementing numerous  cost-cutting  measures 
which  verge  on  affecting  the  very  nature  and 
equality  of  the  publications  being  mailed. 

Fifth,  the  circulation  of  the  printed  word 
in  the  mails  has  historically  been  treated  as 
a  public  service  which  should  be  promoted  by 
the  government. 

Sixth,  this  is  an  area  in  which  the  sub- 
ject of  free  speech,  and  all  that  means  to 
the  general  public  and  our  way  of  life,  is 
truly  involved. 

Does  aid  from  the  government  in  this  case 
hold  any  possibility  of  undermining  the  free- 
dom of  the  press?  With  the  historic  accept- 
ance of  the  press  by  the  American  people  as 
a  fundamental  component  of  our  liberty, 
there  can  be  no  serious  fear  that  our  press 
would  yield  its  independence  for  a  chance  to 
feed  at  the  public  trough.  The  press  in  the 
United  States  would  reject  public  aid  long 
before  it  became  too  pervasive.  The  American 
public  would  never  accept  press  aid  at  a 
level    where   it   would   approach    the    danger 
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point — even  if  a  rare  publication  could  be 
found  that  would  accept  it. 

Thomas  Jefferson  once  wrote  that  "were  it 
left  to  me  to  decide  whether  we  should  have 
the  government  without  newspapers,  or 
newspapers  without  a  government,  I  should 
not  hesitate  a  moment  to  prefer  the  latter." 
His  words  do  not  end  there,  as  is  a  common 
misconception,  but  with  the  added  warning 
that  "I  should  mean  that  every  man  should 
receive  those  papers,  and  be  capable  of  read- 
ing them."  Media  historian  John  Tebbel 
writes:  "Jefferson  understood  that  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  press  in  a  democracy  is  In 
proportion  to  the  number  of  people  who  are 
able  to  read  its  publications  and  take  the 
time  to  do  it." 

A  relatively  small  amount  of  public  funds 
is  needed  to  provide  time  in  which  American 
publictaions  can  adjust  to  steep  increases  in 
postage  rates.  Surely  this  program  is  deserv- 
ing of  the  support  of  all  who  support  free- 
dom. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  Is  the  Senator  saying  that 
this  amendment  will  allow  private  car- 
riers to  move  to  an  area,  any  area  they 
want,  that  they  can  pick  and  choose  the 
area  they  want  to  go  into  and  take  over 
a  profitable  area  and  leave  the  unprofit- 
able area  to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service?  Is 
that  what  he  is  supporting  here?  Is  that 
what  he  is  saying? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  am  supporting  the 
Helms  amendment  which  would  permit 
competition,  and  when  we  talk  about  tl\e 
areas  they  move  or  would  not  move  into 
I  think  that  if  we  have  the  proper  postal 
service  there  will  not  be  any  incentive 
for  the  company  to  move  into  those 
areas. 

Mr.  FORD.  As  I  understand  it,  what 
this  amendment  will  do  is  a  private  car- 
rier can  pick  and  choose  and  pick  the 
area  where  he  is  going  to  make  good 
money  and  that  would  eliminate  the 
ability  of  the  U.S.  Ppstal  Service  to  at 
least  have  that  profitable  area  which  will 
allow  all  the  private  operators  to  come 
in  and  pick  up  the  profitable  areas.  Then 
we  are  just  going  to  leave  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  with  the  most  expensive  area  in 
which  to  operate. 

,  Mr.  FANNIN.  Excuse  me.  I  did  not 
mean  to  interrupt  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky.  But  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
feels  that  if  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  ren- 
ders the  proper  service  and  does  what 
certainly  under  the  intent  of  Congress  it 
should  do  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  move 
into  those  areas  as  far  as  that  is  con- 
cerned because  I  will  say  this.  Certainly 
we  all  must  be  realistic.  There  are  many 
areas  of  the  country  where  it  would  be 
very  advantageous  for  them  to  operate 
and  render  a  service  that  is  not  being 
rendered  beneficially  today,  and  that 
means  that  they  are  not  going  to  cover 
every  area  of  the  country.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  of  great  significance  because  they 
still 


Mr.  FORD.  I  think  it  is  because  all  I 
have  heard  in  argument  in  the  Chamber 
is  how  much*- money  the  Postal  Service 
loses.  Yet  we  have  an  amendment  here 
that  is  going  to  take  away  their  ability  to 
make  some  money.  It  is  going  to  cost  the 
Government  even  more. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  is  aware  why  they  have  lost 
the  money.  It  has  been  through  ineffi- 
ciency based  upon  the  way  they  operate. 
In  my  State  I  can  certainly  confirm  that 
they  have  not  justified  their  exclusive 
franchise  that  they,  of  course,  have,  and 
I  do  not  feel  that  that  should  be  con- 
tinued. I  feel  that  competition  is  going 
to  be  very  beneficial,  and  I  certainly  sup- 
port the  Helms  amendment. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield,  the  United  Parcel  Service 
is  itself  an  answer  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky.  The  UPS  pro- 
vides service  throughout  the  land. 

This  amendment  simply  gives  Senators 
an  opportunity  to  go  on  record  as  to 
whether  they  truly  believe  that  competi- 
tion increases  efficiency  and  thereby 
lowers  the  cost  of  the  service.  It  is  as 
simple  as  that. 

Most  of  what  we  have  heard  here  today 
is  quite  irrelevant.  It  is  really  a  matter  of 
whether  we  believe  in  the  free  enterprise 
system,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  HELMS.  That  is  all  there  is  to  it 
when  we  put  the  red  herrings  to  one  side. 
The  United  Parcel  Service  has  demon- 
strated that  a  service  can  be  rendered 
more  efficiently,  at  less  cost,  and  without 
any  damage  to  the  Postal  Service. 

All  we  want  is  for  the  Postal  Service  to 
get  on  the  ball  and  become  an  efficient 
mechanism.  That  is  what  we  seek,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Absolutely. 
In  many  areas  of  private  industry  to- 
day they  make  more  money  in  one  area 
of  the  country  than  in  other  areas  of  the 
country.  That  does  not  mean  there  are 
not  companies  operating  in  other  areas 
of  the  country. 

I  feel  this  would  be  very  beneficial  as 
far  as  challenging  the  Postal  Service  to 
give  better  service  and  certainly  not  in- 
crease rates. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Just  as  United  Parcel 
Service  provides  good  service  to  Chinqua- 
pin, N.C.,  so  will  a  competitive  private 
carrier  provide  first-class-mail  service  to 
Chinquapin,  N.C.  So  we  are  talking  about 
whether  we  believe  in  a  free  enterprise 
system  and  whether  we  believe  that  com- 
petition will  best  serve  the  American 
people. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time,  Mr. 
President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
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time  remains  on  this  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ten  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  this  pro- 
posal literally  guts  the  Postal  Service  of 
the  United  States  under  any  crime. 

There  is  not  a  country  in  the  world 
that  does  not  have  a  national  mononolv 
on  the  postal  service.  To  repeal  the  pri- 
vate express  statutes  simply  destroys  one 
of  the  keys  to  its  existence,  and  that  is 
equal  service  without  penaltv  to  geo- 
graphical locations,  where  one  lives,  what 
State  it  is  in,  and  how  far  away  it  is. 
That  was  a  basic  concept. 

The  only  way  one  can  extend  that 
equality  of  service  at  the  same  price  is 
through  the  protection  of  the  private  ex- 
press'' statutes.  That  is  the  whole  nub  of 
it. 

Of  course,  one  can  have  a  private  in- 
dulgence in  a  very  heavily  populated  area 
or  an  area  where  they  can  make  fre- 
quent stops.  The  price  immediately  goes 
up  and  while  they  have  efficiencies  it  is 
easy  to  be  efficient  with  the  cream,  liter- 
ally with  the  cream.  But  this  is  the  heart- 
beat of  a  national  postal  service,  a  part 
of  the  symbol  of  which  is  the  flying  of  the 
flag  of  the  United  States  over  the  only 
institution  in  three-fourths  of  the  small 
communities  of  America  that  remind 
them  that  indeed  this  is,  as  President 
Washington  said,  "a  chain  that  binds  the 
country  together." 

And  I  think  it  is  an  important  fact  in 
that  regard.  It  is  important  in  the  service 
it  renders  to  mailers,  to  beneficiaries  of 
magazines  and  books  that  tie  people  to- 
gether to  the  ease  of  first  class  mail. 

The  privacy  of  the  first  class  mail  con- 
cept is  really  what  is  at  stake  as  well. 
That,  likewise,  is  the  harbinger  of  the 
same  principle  that  we  believe  sustains 
the  Postal  Service.  The  committee  would 
vigorously  oppose  this  amendment  and 
feel  compelled  to  do  so,  and  I  am  sure  for 
understandable  reasons,  I  say  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FONG.  Is  there  open  competition 
so  far  as  electricity  is  concerned? 

Mr.  McGEE.  In  most  cases,  no. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  telephone  service? 

Mr.  McGEE.  In  most  cases,  no.  There 
are  small  exceptions. 

Mr.  FONG.  This  is  a  monopoly,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  Because  it  is  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  public  that  we  have  a  monop- 
oly in  certain  cases.  In  this  instance,  we 
have  a  monopoly  so  far  as  the  post  office 
is  concerned. 

Mr.  McGEE.  There  is  no  private  sector 
that  is  comparable  to  the  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  FONG.  Because  they  cannot  reach 
the  rural  areas. 


Mr.  McGEE.  They  cannot  go  into  the 
remote  areas. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  there  is  competition,  the 
competition  will  steal  the  best  parts  of 
the  business  and  will  leave  the  other 
parts. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  will  mean  more  cost  to 
the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  unification  of  a  na- 
tional monopoly  in  the  mails  has  many 
great  advantages  in  the  sense  of  national 
consciousness,  national  awareness,  na- 
tional service — everything.  We  could  not 
have  that  through  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arizona  stated  that  mail  cost  is 
high.  What  does  the  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming say  as  to  that? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mail  cost  is  not  high.  Our 
first-class  mail  rate  is  about  the  cheap- 
est in  the  world,  save  Canada.  The  aver- 
age is  21.5  cents  around  the  world. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  in  Australia  it  is  22 
cents. 

Mr.  McGEE.  In  terms  of  the  kind  of 
service  we  would  get  from  a  private 
group,  we  would  find  that  it  would  be 
perhaps  a  bargain  in  a  very  heavily  con- 
gested area  and  it  would  be  a  hold-up 
in  areas  where  the  population  mass  went 
below  the  profit  point.  That  is  in  most 
of  America. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  West  Germany,  it  is 
19.5  cents. 

Mr.  McGEE.  And  ours  is  13  cents. 

Mr  FONG.  In  the  United  Kingdom, 
it  is  17.3  cents;  in  Australia,  22.9  cents; 
in  Belgium,  16.7  cents;  in  France,  18 
cents;  in  Japan,  16.6  cents;  in  The  Neth- 
erlands, 20.7  cents.  Ours  is  only  13  cents, 
for  first  class  mail.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  we  have  a  very  reas- 
onable cost  system. 

Mr.  McGEE.  In  any  case,  it  is  equit- 
able across  the  board,  because  no  area 
or  no  resident  is  penalized  because  of 
location. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  this  amendment  is  en- 
acted into  law,  it  will  mean  more  than 
13  cents  for  first  class  mail. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
never  been  double  teamed  by  two  finer 
Members  of  the  Senate.  However,  I  still 
say,  with  all  due  respect  to  them — and  I 
greatly  admire  them  both — that  they  ap- 
pear to  be  expressing  timidity  about  let- 
ting competition  work. 

Moreover,  unwittingly,  they  are  using 
the  very  same  argument  that  every  mo- 
nopolist has  ever  used:  We  cannot  dare 
let  competition  work.  All  manner  of  hor- 
rible things  will  happen.  But,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  competition  is  what  built  this 
country. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 


466 


Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
der of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROEERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Cranston),  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Culver)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke)  ,  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Haskell),  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington, Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Tunney), 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Clark)  ,  and 
the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Met- 
calf)  are  necessary  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Clark)  and  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Magnuson)  would  each  vote 
"Nay." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Brock)  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina7  (Mr.  Thurmond)  is  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Garn  is  absent  due  to  a 
death  in  a  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  South  Car- 
olina (Mr.  Thurmond)  would  vote  "Yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  6, 
nays  82,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  521  Leg.] 
YEAS— 6 


NOT   VOTING— 12 


Brock 
Clark 
Cranston 
Culver 


Garn 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Magnuson 


Metcalf 
Mondale 
Thurmond 
Tunney 


Buckley 

Helms 

Scott, 

Fannin 

Laxalt 

William  L 

Goldwater 

NAYS— 82 

Abourezk 

Eaglet  on 

Mansfield 

Allen 

Eastland 

Mathias 

Baker 

Fong 

McClellan 

Bartlett 

Ford 

McClure 

Bayh 

Glenn 

McGee 

Beall 

Gravel 

McGovern 

Bellmon 

Griffin 

Mclntyre 

Bentsen 

Hansen 

Montoya 

Biden 

Hart,  Gary 

Morgan 

Brooke 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Moss 

Bumpers 

Hatfield 

Muskie 

Burdick 

Hathaway 

Nelson 

Byrd, 

Rollings 

Nunn 

Harry  F.,  Jr. 

Hruska 

Packwood 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

.  Huddleston 

Pastore 

Cannon 

Humphrey 

Pearson 

Case 

Inouye 

Pell 

Chiles 

Jackson 

Percy 

Church 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Curtis 

Johnston 

Randolph 

Dole 

Kennedy 

Ribicoff 

Domenici 

Leahy 

Roth 

Durkin 

Long 

Schweiker 

So  Mr.  Reims'  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana (Mr.  Long)  . 


Scott,  Hugh  Stevenson  Tower 

Sparkman  Stone  Weicker 

Stafford  Symington  Williams 

Stennis  Taft  Young 

Stevens  Talmadge 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF   1976 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  order,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms)  is  recog- 
nized to  present  his  amendment. 

AMENDMENT    NO.    2070 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  an  amendment 
at  the  desk,  No.  2070,  which  I  call  up 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Helms)  proposes  amendment  numbered 
2070. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  amendment  is  as  follows : 
At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 
Sec.   9.    (a>    Section    1346(b)    of    title    28, 
United  States  Code  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  immediately  after 
"(b)";    ancl 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph: 

"(2)  subject  to  the  provisions  of  chapter 
171  of  this  title,  the  district  courts,  together 
with  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  the  Canal  Zone  and  the  District 
Court  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  shall  have  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  of  civil  actions  on  claims 
against  the  United  States  for  money  dam- 
ages arising  out  of  the  loss,  miscarriage,  or 
negligent  transmission  of  any  mail  matter  by 
any  employee  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
office  or  employment,  under  circumstances 
where  the  United  States,  if  a  private  person, 
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woulti  be  liable  to  the  claimant  in  accord- 
ance with  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
act  or  omission  occurred.  In  any  such  civil 
action,  in  which  the  length  of  the  period  for 
the  transmission  of  any  mail  matter  is  a  fac- 
tor, a  prima  facie  case  and  a  rebuttable  pre- 
sumption of  negligence,  ommission,  or  a 
wrongful  act  shall  be  established  if  the 
plaintiff  offers  evidence  of  the  date  on 
which  such  mail  matter  was  delivered  to  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  for  transmission 
and  the  date  on  which  the  addressee  re- 
ceived such  mail  matter  from  the  United 
States  Postal  Service,  and  evidence  with  re- 
spect to  the  unreasonableness  of  the  length 
of  the  period  between  delivery  to  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  receipt  by  the  ad- 
dressee." 

(b)  Section  2680(b)  of  such  title  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Any  claim  for  money  damages  for  the 
replacement  or  repair  costs  of  any  mail  mat- 
ter arising  out  of  damage  to  or  loss  of  such 
mail  matter  as  a  result  of  loss,  miscarriage, 
or  negligent  transmission  of  such  mail  mat- 
ter and  any  claim  arising  out  of  the  loss,  mis- 
carriage, or  negligent  transmission  of  any 
mail  matter  as  a  result  of  a  strike  by  em- 
ployees of  the  United  States  Postal  Service, 
warfare,  a  natural  disaster  or  catastrophe, 
or  an  epidemic". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion apply  to  claims  arising  on  and  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  Senators  will  agree  that  the  Ameri- 
can people,  almost  as  a  single  voice,  are 
now  demanding  a  meaningful  reform  of 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service — a  comprehen- 
sive restructuring  of  an  integral  part 
of  the  Federal  Government  which  is  an 
embarrassment  and  frustration  to  this 
entire  Nation.  I  am  indeed  gratified  that 
this  long-needed  reform  is  now  the  topic 
of  serious  and  sincere  discussion  in  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  suspend?  May  we  have  or- 
der on  the  floor  so  that  'Senators  may 
hear  the  debate.  The  Senator  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

While  I  am  sure  the  intent  of  the 
pending  legislation  is  commendable,  I 
feel  that  it  fails  to  address  itself  to  a 
serious  problem  which  deserves  to  be 
considered  by  the  Senate  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  suspect  that  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  is  being  con- 
stantly bombarded  with  literally  hun- 
dreds of  complaints  regarding  the  opera- 
tions of  the  Postal  Service.  Many  of 
these  complaints  are  concerned  with  the 
needless  monetary  losses  brought  upon 
businesses  and  individuals  by  the  Postal 
Service. 

Let  me  recite  just  two  examples  of 
small  businesses  and  citizens  in  my  State 
helplessly  penalized  by  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. The  first  example  is  contained  in 
excerpts  from  a  letter  dated  June  9, 
1976: 


On  May  14  a  check  for  White  Furniture 
Company  was  mailed  from  Chase  Manhattan 
Bank  in  New  York  to  Central  Carolina  Bank 
here  in  Mebane.  The  check  was  for  $15,000. 
The  post  office  still  has  it.  This  is  a  total  of 
26  days. 

This  gentleman  was  writing  on  June  9, 
1976,  as  follows: 

On  April  30,  Duke  Power  Company  mailed 
White  Furniture  Company  an  electric  bill. 
The  bill  was  received  May  5. 

Let  me  repeat  those  two  dates,  Mr. 
President.  The  bill  was  mailed  on  April 
30.  The  bill  was  received  on  May  5. 

It  was  paid  promptly  (amount  $7,221.05) 
and  the  check  was  mailed  to  Duke  Power 
Company;  however,  the  post  office  still  has 
it.  Yesterday,  we  stopped  payment  on  this 
check.  We  received  a  bill  from  Duke  Power 
Company  for  our  May  bill  and  they  added 
1<;  for  late  payment  in  the  amount  of 
$72.21  .  .  . 

The  above  was  just  a  couple  of  the  more 
glaring,  more  expensive,  post  office  "serv- 
ices" that  have  been  experienced  here  re- 
cently; there  are  numerous  others  which  are 
unnecessary  to  mention.  By  the  way,  we 
didn't  trust  the  post  office  to  deliver  our 
most  recent  check  to  Duke  Power  Company; 
I  personally  took  it  to  the  Mebane  Duke 
Power  Company  Office  and  handed  it  to  the 
manager. 

Mr.  President,  the  second  example,  al- 
so contained  in  a  letter,  is  dated  April  6, 
1976.  I  quote: 

On  March  24,  1976,  we  delivered  to  the 
Greensboro,  North  Carolina,  Post  Office  187 
bags  of  mail,  weighing  7.334  pounds.  Each 
bag  was  properly  coded  and  mailed  in  ac- 
cordance with  postal  instruction  under  our 
bulk  rate  permit  No.  8. 

All  Greensboro,  North  Carolina,  items  were 
bagged  by  zip  code  direct. 

The  delivery  of  this  mailing  to  some  of 
our  own  employees  in  Greensboro,  North 
Carolina,  was  made  over  a  period  of  several 
days  with  deliveries  being  made  on  Friday, 
March  26;  Saturday,  March  27;  Monday, 
March  29;  Tuesday,  March  30  and  Wednes- 
day, March  31. 

No  mailings  were  received  in  our  home 
office  in  Greensboro,  North  Carolina,  until 
Tuesday,  March  30. 

Secretaries  in  my  office  who  live  in  nearby 
communities  of  Franklinville,  North  Caro- 
line, and  Stoneville,  North  Carolina,  still 
have  not  received  their  annual  reports  as  of 
April  6. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  this 
mailing,  all  of  which  was  delivered  to  the 
Post  Office  on  March  24,  1976,  took  very- 
ing  amounts  of  time  ranging  from  2 
days  to  2  weeks  to  be  delivered  in  the 
same  community,  if  it  was  delivered  at 
all 

Mr.  President,  these  two  examples 
simply  point  out  a  continually  growing 
problem  of  which  I  am  confident  all  Sen- 
ators are  aware.  It  is  one  thing  when  our 
Postal  Service  makes  things  uncomfort- 
able, but  when  it  begins  causing  busi- 
nessmen and  individuals  to  be  monetar- 
ily penalized  for  something  over  which 
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they  have  absolutely  no  control,  then  we 
have  a  situation  where  simple  fair  play 
demands  immediate  action.  It  is  the 
small  businessman,  that  class  of  entre- 
preneur, that  cannot  afford  alternative 
forms  of  delivery  and  cannot  afford 
monetary  penalties,  who  is  suffering  as 
a  result  of  postal  mismangement  end 
congressional  inaction. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  give  the  people 
of  this  Nation  a  tool  by  which  to  recover 
damages  suffered  due  to  an  unreliable 
Postal  Service.  The  Postal  Service,  of 
course,  denies  it  is  unreliable.  What  this 
amendment  now  pending  does  is  to  take 
the  Postal  Serivce  at  its  word.  If  it  is 
reliable,  as  it  claims  to  be,  if  claims  of 
mismanagement  are  exaggerated,  which 
they  say  they  are,  then  the  right  of  re- 
dress granted  by  this  amendment  should 
be  of  minor  consequence  to  the  Postal 
Service. 

The  amendment  I  am  offering  will  pro-, 
vide  the  citizens  of  this  Nation  with  a 
tool  by  which  to  make  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice truly  what  it  says  it  is:  a  service. 
This  amendment  will  give  the  average 
citizen  the  right  to  maintain  a  suit  un- 
der the  Tort  Claims  Act  against  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  and/or  the  United 
States  for  negligence  in  the  delivery  of 
mail.  This  newly  created  liability  would 
be  restricted  to  delayed  or  incorrect  de- 
livery and  would  not  involve  liability 
arising  from  damaged  parcels,  which 
are  presently  covered  by  an  optional 
insurance  system.  For  example,  when  a 
citizen  mails  an  important  letter  to  a 
destination  that  would  normally  involve 
a  2-  or  3 -day  delivery  period  and 
the  Postal  Service  does  not  deliver  the 
letter  until  2  or  3  weeks,  or  months,  fol- 
lowing the  mailing  of  the  same,  and  the 
citizen  suffers  a  monetary  loss  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  delay,  a  claim  for  relief  would 
lie  against  the  Postal  Service  for  any 
provable  —  provable  —  actual  damages 
suffered. 

George  Washington  once  referred  to 
the  Postal  Service  as  "a  chain  that  can 
never  be  broken." 

I  think  that  chain  is  being  taxed 
rather  strenuously,  Mr.  President,  by  the 
inefficiency  of  the  Postal  Service  as  it  is 
now  operated. 

But,  in  any  case,  this  amendment 
would  strengthen  a  vital  link  cf  that 
chain. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  amendment, 
and  I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.   FONG   addressed   the   Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Buckley).    The  Senator   from   Hawaii. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  we  oppose 
this  amendment  very  vigorously. 

What  the  distinguished  Senator  is 
asking  is  this,  for  one  dime  and  3  cents 
one"  can  sue  the  Government  for  dam- 
ages. That  is  what  he  is  really  saying. 
For  13  cents,  for  a  postage  stamp  that 
costs  13  cents,  we  put  it  on  an  envelope 


and  if  anything  goes  wrong  we  have  a 
suit  against  the  Government.  Thirteen 
cents  and  we  have  a  suit  against  the  Gov- 
ernment. 

If  we  have  an  efficient  Postal  Service, 
for  example,  and  we  are  now  processing 
19  million  pieces  of  mail,  if  99.9  percent 
is  efficiently  delivered  and  only  0.1  per- 
cent— or  .01  percent — is  undelivered, 
what  have  we  got?  We  may  have  19  mil- 
lion lawsuits  against  the  United  States. 

What  does  that  mean?  That  means, 
to  protect  itself,  the  post  office  would 
have  to  know  when  every  piece  of  mail 
that  is  dropped,  is  delivered,  because  it 
has  to  protect  itself.  The  man  or  woman 
who  received  the  mail  would  say,  "I  re- 
ceived this  mail  10  days  after  it  was 
stamped."  The  post  office  would  have  no 
way  of  saying  they  did  not  receive  it  on 
the  day  after  it  was  postmarked. 

So  the  post  office  would  have  to  regis- 
ter or  keep  a  record  of  every  piece  of 
mail  that  is  thrown  into  its  box  and 
every  piece  of  mail  that  is  delivered.  That 
is  a  tremendous  burden. 

If  we  are  going  to  have  lawsuits  there 
will  be  claims,  and  claims  will  be  paid. 
That  means  that  the  13 -cent  stamp  will 
be  incre?sed  to  take  care  of  the  cost  of 
paying  for  this  lawsuit.  Then  we  will 
have  everyone  paying  a  larger  amount 
for  postal  service. 

Presently,  we  have  insured  mail.  If  a 
person  wants  to  be  protected,  he  can  in- 
sure his  mail.  If  he  wants  to  register  his 
mail,  he  can  register  his  mail.  He  has 
the  option  of  an  experimental  express 
mail  option  5,  which  offers  overnight  de- 
livery between  major  cities  with  a 
money-back  guarantee,  or  control  pack, 
which  gives  special  security  treatment  to 
a  postal  customer's  large  mailing. 

If  a  person  wants  security,  he  can  have 
security  by  having  his  mail  insured.  Why 
subject  everyone  in  the  country  to  larger 
mail  costs  just  to  give  him  a  chance  to 
sue  the  Federal  Government? 

Every  man  should  have  the  right  to 
choose  by  what  his  particular  needs  are. 
In  that  case,  if  he  does  not  want  that 
service,  he  should  not  be  forced  to  take 
that  service.  If  we  provide  a  suit  against 
the  Federal  Government,  necessarily  he 
must  pay  added  cost. 

This  amendment  will  create  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  tremendous  increase  in  the 
number  of  court  suits  brought  each  year 
against  the  Federal  Government.  I  do 
not  think  the  Federal  Government  is 
equipped  to  defend  itself  against  the  tre- 
mendous number  of  lawsuits  which  can 
be  generated. 

As  I  said,  if  we  had  only  0.01  percent 
of  the  mail  misdirected,  we  would  have 
90  million  lawsuits  against  the  United 
States.  Every  person  having  paid  13 
cents  will  have  a  lawsuit  against  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  McGEE.  I  asked  the  Senator  to 
yield  because  he  hos  made  a  very  blunt 
case  lor  the  committee  having  to  oppose 
this,  particularly  in  this  particular  set- 
ting. This  is  a  serious  proposal  with  many 
ramifications  attached  to  it,  and  it  is 
presented  without  hearings.  Our  com- 
mittee has  had  no  hearings  on  it.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  do  not  even  think  it  is 
in  our  jurisdiction.  I  am  told  that  there 
is  such  a  proposal  pending  before  the 
Judiciary  Committee.  That  is  their  baby 
properly,  I  think,  in  a  jurisdictional 
sense.  But  they  have  not  had  a  chance 
to  hold  their  hearings  and  to  evaluate 
this.  In  that  depth  surely  a  move  with- 
out hearings  would  not  be  well  advised. 
I  think  the  Senator  might  withdraw  the 
amendment  after  this  colloquy  so  he 
could  pursue  the  proper  legislative  chan- 
nels in  its  consideration. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  do  not  think  a  patron 
could  seriously  consider  that  for  13  cents 
he  can  sue  the  Government. 

Mr.  HELMS.  But  a  patron  can  go  into 
the  lobby  of  a  post  office  to  buy  a  13 -cent 
stamp,  slip  on  a  slippery  floor,  and  sue 
the  Government. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  has  all  sorts 
of  statistics.  But  only  a  very  small 
amount  of  misdirected  letters  involve 
probable  monetary  loss.  Further  the  bur- 
dent  of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
Senator  knows. 

Mr.  FONG.  But  the  Senator  has  a 
presumption  of  negligence  which  is  re- 
buttable. 

Mr.  HELMS.  That  is  correct  insofar  as 
it  is  necessary  to  establish  the  res  ipsa 
loquitur  principle.  But  I  do  not  believe  it 
would  be  awesomely  difficult  for  the 
Postal  Service  to  demonstrate  whether 
it  is  or  is  not  efficient,  as  it  says  it  is  by 
going  back  to  the  cancellation  stamp. 

I  think  the  citizens  of  this  country, 
since  we  are  talking  about  an  efficient 
postal  system,  are  entitled  to  know  where 
the  Senate  stands  on  this  question.  We 
have  citizen  after  citizen  writing  to  us — 
and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
has  had  the  same  experience — saying, 
"This  incident  has  cost  me  hundreds  or 
thousands  of  dollars  because  of  the  in- 
efficiency of  the  post  office."  These  peo- 
ple are  not  manufacturing  these  inci- 
dences. They  are  just  not  getting  the 
service. 

Mr.  FONG.  He  could  insure  his  mail  if 
he  wished  to. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Does  the  Senator  really 
want  to  go  that  far?  All  we  are  talking 
about  is  achieving  efficiency  in  the 
Postal  Service.  We  do  not  have  it  now, 
because  there  is  no  incentive.  We  have 
labor  unions  .running  the  Postal  Service. 
Mr.  FONG.  I  disagree  that  we  do  not 
have  efficiency  in  the  Postal  Service.  If 
the  Senator  will  look  at  the  overall  pic- 
ture, the  Senator  will  see  that  they  have 
reduced  the  number  of  employees  by  al- 
most 65,000.  They  have  saved  about  $600 


million  a  year  in  costs.  I  think  they  have 
done  a  pretty  fair  job. 

Mr.  HELMS.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a 
great  deal  of  the  criticism  of  the  Postal 
Service  that  I  receive  comes  from  postal 
employees  who  have  to  try  to  operate  it 
as  it  is  now  functioning,  or  malfunction- 
ing as  the  case  may  be.  So  I  am  not 
criticizing  those  hardworking  people 
who  are  doing  the  best  they  can. 

Mr.  FONG.  When  we  consider  that 
there  are  90  billion  pieces  of  mail  that 
go  through  the  post  office  every  year,  if 
only  1  percent  went  haywire,  we  will 
have  900  million  complaints.  The  Sen- 
ator can  see  the  enormity  of  this  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  sometimes  think  I  have 
had  half  of  those  900  million  complaints 
in  my  office  in  the  last  6  months.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  proportion  is  for  the  other 
States,  but  we  are  having  a  great  number 
of  complaints. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  there  are  1  million 
complaints,  that  is  a  lot  of  complaints.  If 
there  is  1  percent  of  all  mail  not  being 
delivered  at  the  right  time  or  which  has 
gone  astray,  the  Senator  will  find  that 
there  are  900  million  pieces  going  awry. 
I  do  not  think  we  have  that  kind  of  crit- 
icism. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen- 
ator has  no  further  comment  after  ob- 
taining the  yeas  and  nays  I  will  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  FONG.  I  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Clark)  , 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cran- 
ston) ,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Cul- 
ver), the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Haf.tke)  ,  the  Senator  from  Colorado  (Mr. 
Haskell  > ,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota (Mr.  Mondale),  and  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Tunney)  are  neces- 
sarily absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Clark)  and  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Magnuson)  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Brock) 
and  the  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)   are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)   is  ab- 
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sent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Garn)  is  absent  due  to 
a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Tpiurmond)  would  vote  "yea." 

The   result   was   announced — yeas    9 
nays  79,  as  follows : 

IRollcall  Vote  No.  522  Leg.] 
YEAS— 9 


Case 

Kennedy 

Scott, 

Durkin 

Mathias 

William  L 

Fannin 

McClure 

Stafford 

Helms 

NAYS— 79 

Aboure/.k 

Gravel 

Muskie 

Allen 

Griffin 

Nelson 

Baker 

Hansen 

Nunn 

Bartlett 

Hart,  Gary 

Packwood 

Bayh 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Pastore 

Beall 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Bellmon 

Hathaway 

Pell 

Bentsen 

Holiings 

Percy 

Biden 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Brooke 

Huddleston 

Randolph 

Buckley 

Humphrey 

Ribicoff 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Roth 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Byrd, 

Javits 

Scott,  Hugh 

Harry  F. 

Jr.     Johnston 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  Robert  C.  Laxalt 

Stennis 

Cannon 

Leahy 

Stevens 

Chiles 

Long 

Stevenson 

Church 

Mansfield 

Stone 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Symington 

Dole 

McGee 

Taft 

Domenici 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Eagleton 

Mclntyre 

Tower 

Eastland 

Metcalf 

Weicker 

Fong 

Mo  n  toy  a 

Williams 

Ford 

Morgan 

Young 

Glenn 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING- 

-12 

Brock 

Garn 

Magnuson 

Clark 

Goldwater 

Mondale 

Cranston 

Hartke 

Thurmond 

Culver 

Haskell 

Tunney 

So  Mr.  Helms'  amendment  (No.  270) 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1976 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

AMENDMENT    NO.    2125 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  2125  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 


The  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Buck- 
ley) proposes  amendment  numbered  2125. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

Sec.     .    (a)    Chapter  6  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"§  607.  Use  of  letter  boxes  by  private  carriers 

"(a)  A  private  carrier  of  mail  may  deposit 
any  mailable  matter  in  any  letter  box  estab- 
lished, approved,  or  accepted  by  the  Postal 

Service  for   the  receipt  or  delivery  of  mail 
matter  on  any  mail  route. 

"(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  'mailable  matter'  does  not  include  any 
matter,  which  with  respect  to  the  Postal 
Service  is  nonmailable  under  section  3001 
(a)  and  (e),  3002-3006,  and  3008-3010  of 
this  title." 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  chapter 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  item: 

"607.  Use  of  letter  boxes  by  private  carriers.". 

(c)  Section  1725  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)  "  immedi- 
ately before  "Whoever"  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(b)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  pri- 
vate carrier  authorized  to  deposit  mail  in  a 
letter  box  under  section  607  of  title  39.".  . 

(d)  (1)  Chapter  83  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

"§  1738.  Deposit  of  nonmailable  matters 

"Whoever  knowingly  and  willfully  deposits 
any  matter  which  is  nonmailable  with  re- 
spect to  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3001 
(a)  and  (e) ,  3002-3006,  and  3008-3010  of  title 
39,  in  any  letter  box  established,  approved, 
or  accepted  by  the  Postal  Service  for  the  re- 
ceipt or  delivery  of  mail  matter  on  any  mail 
route,  shall  for  each  such  offense  be  fined  not 
more  than  $300.". 

(2)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  83  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"1738.  Deposit  of  nonmailable  matter.". 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  a  simple  one.  It  would 
serve  to  allow  private  carriers  now  au- 
thorized to  deliver  mail  to  deposit  mail- 
able matter  in  letterboxes. 

The  intent  of  my  amendment  is  three- 
fold: 

First,  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  all 
mail; 

Second,  to  establish  rightful  control 
over  a  letterbox;  and 

Third,  to  end  the  discrimination  levied 
against  private  carriers  of  the  mail. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator is  correct. 

The  Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  may  proceed. 
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Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  clear  that  my  amendment  will 
not  permit  the  deposit  in  mailboxes  of 
mail  declared  illegal  by  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice under  sections  3001  (a)  and  (e) ,  3002 
through  3006,  and  3008  through  3010  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code.  I.  speak  of 
such  "nonmailable  matter"  as:  Mail 
bearing  a  fictitious  address,  unsolicited 
advertisements  for  contraceptives;  deliv- 
ery of  mail  to  persons  not  residents  of 
that  place  for  the  purposes  of  escaping 
identification;  and  certain  pandering  and 
sexual  advertisements. 

My  amendment  subjects  private  car- 
riers to  the  same  penalty,  namely  prose- 
cution and  fine,  that  postal  employees 
and  the  general  public  presently  face 
for  violation  of  these  statutes. 

Mr.  President,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
an  individual  buys,  installs,  and  main- 
tains a  mailbox  at  his  residence,  it  is 
legally  the  property  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. The  Postal  Service  is  the  sole  de- 
terminer of  what  may  be  deposited  into 
it.  I  believe  this  is  an  unnecessary  in- 
fringement on  the  individual's  property 
rights  and  an  arrogant  disregard  for  the 
respect  and  choices  of  the  people.  To 
deny  private  carriers  access  to  the  mail- 
boxes is  discriminatory,  and  unfairly 
penalizes  those  who  receive  mail  from 
private  carriers.  Mail  delivered  by  pri- 
vate carriers  is  denied  the  same  secu- 
rity of  a  mailbox  that  mail  delivered 
by  the  Postal  Service  receives.  Often 
mail  delivered  by  private  carriers  is  de- 
posited under  the  door,  in  the  crack  of 
the  door,  or  between  doors.  Not  sur- 
prisingly, the  threat  of  theft  or  mail  loss 
to  the  recipient  is  very  real.  Furthermore, 
the  alternatives  employed  by  private  car- 
riers often  advertise  the  absence  of  a 
homeowner. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  significant 
savings  to  the  consumer  can  be  realized 
by  passage  of  my  amendment.  For  ex- 
ample, I  am  informed  that  the  Utah 
Power  and  Light  Co.  spends  on  postage 
$22,810.71  per  month  based  on  13  cents 
per  bill.  The  studies  of  U-Til-Bill  Service, 
Inc.  of  Salt  Lake  City  shows  that  these 
bills  can  be  delivered  at  a  cost  of  8  cents 
per  bill  or  $14,037.36  per  month  by  pri- 
vate carriers  or  company  employees.  This 
constitutes  a  savings  of  $8,773.35  per 
month  or  $105,280.20  per  year.  We  can- 
not afford  to  deny  savings  of  this  mag- 
nitude to  consumers  and  the  businesses 
that  serve  them. 

Chairman  Alfred  Kahn  of  the  Public 
Service  Commission  of  the  State  of  New 
York  recently  expressed  his  support  for 
my  amendment,  noting  that  savings 
could  ultimately  be  realized  by  the  con- 
sumer if  utility  companies  were  allowed 
to  deliver  their  own  bills.  In  letters  to 
the  chairman,  Consolidated  Edison  of 
New  York,  Rochester  Gas  and  Electric 
Corp.,   Long   Island   Lighting   Co.,    and 


Orange  and  Rockland  Utilities,  Inc., 
were  a  few  of  the  New  York  utilities  that 
expressed  a  desire  or  studied  the  feasi- 
bility of  delivering  their  own  bills  in  or- 
der to  cut  costs.  In  each  case,  however, 
the  inability  of  these  firms  to  deposit 
the  bills  in  mailboxes  was  a  significant 
factor  in  their  abandoning  this  alterna- 
tive. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  Chairman 
Kahn's  May  7,  1976,  letter  to  me  and  the 
letters  received  by  Chairman  Kahn  from 
the  aforementioned  utility  companies 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

May  7,  1976. 
Hon.  James  Buckley, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Buckley  :  It  has  just  come  to 
my  attention  that  you  have  introduced  a  bill 
that  would  permit  private  carriers  to  use 
customers'  mailboxes.  I  write  to  express  my 
support  for  your  effort. 

My  support  is  based  first  on  the  same  kinds 
of  economic  and  philosophical  considerations 
as,  I  am  sure,  motivate  you:  namely,  a  dis- 
taste for  monopoly,  and  a  belief  that,  wher- 
ever feasible,  government  monopoly  should 
be  just  as  thoroughly  subjected  to  the  test 
of  competitive  alternatives  as  private. 

I  write,  also,  in  my  capacity  as  Chairman 
of  the  New  York  Public  Service  Commission. 
It  came  to  my  attention  recently  that  some 
utility  companies  were  considering  the  pos- 
sibility of  resorting  to  their  own  delivery  of 
their  bills,  instead  of  relying  on  the  Postal 
Service;  I  wrote  to  the  major  utility  com- 
panies within  the  State  to  ask  whether  they 
had  given  consideration  to  this  alternative. 
as  one  possible  means  of  holding  down  the 
rate  increases  that  we  have  been  constrained 
to  permit,  and  that  have  been  so  painful  to 
the  customers  in  New  York  State. 

One  response  was  that  their  inability,  un- 
der the  law,  to  use  the  mailboxes  was  an 
impediment  to  their  resort  to  this  possibility. 
I  do  not  know  that  ability  to  use  the  mail- 
boxes would  tip  the  balance.  But  I  see  no 
reason  why  there  should  be  this  artificial 
impediment  to  this  possibility  of  offering 
some  relief,  however  small,  to  the  uttfity 
customers  of  the  State. 
Sincerely, 

Alfred  E.  Kahn. 

May  4,  1976. 
Hon.  Alfred  E.  Kahn, 

Chairman,  Public  Service  Commission,  State 
of  New  York,  Empire  State  Plaza,  Al- 
bany, N.Y. 

Dear  Chairman  Kahn  :  Thank  you  for  for- 
warding the  New  York  Times  article  on  the 
hand  delivery  of  utility  bills.  We  have  giver 
a  considerable  amount  of  thought  to  thiJ 
possibility  over  the  past  few  years  and  seri- 
ous consideration  was  given  to  implementa- 
tion of  hand  delivery  prior  to  the  increase  in 
the  first  class  postage  rates  from  $.10  tc 
$.13.  Our  conclusion  was  that  the  Postal 
Service  still  provides  the  most  practical  and 
economical  service  available  even  at  the  $.13 
rate. 

There  are  legal  impediments  to  the  hand 
delivery  of  bills.  Delivery  of  first  class  mail 
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by  other  than  the  Postal  Service  is  illegal 
unless  done  by  Company  personnel,  the  law' 
limits  the  use  of  home  mail  boxes  to  the 
Postal  Service,  and  the  legal  questions  re- 
garding the  lack  of  a  post  mark  and  its  ef- 
fect on  the  due  date  of  bills  and  expiration 
date  of  collection  notices  would  have  to  be 
resolved  before  hand  delivery  was  instituted 

We  were  aided  in  our  review  by  a  Long  Is- 
land hand  delivery  company  which  agreed 
with  our  conclusions.  They  advised  that  five 
deliverers  per  vehicle  plus-  a  driving  super- 
visor were  necessary  for  quality  control  and 
to  keep  costs  in  line,  a  situation  not  com- 
patible with  our  present  meter  routing.  With 
hand  delivery  companies  legally  eliminated^ 
we  concluded  that  we  could  not  hire  em\ 
ployees  at  a  low  enough  hourly  rate,  includ-,' 
ing  fringe  benefits,  to  make  hand  delivery 
economical. 

Utilities  claiming  economically  successful 
hand  delivery  are  largely  limited  to  urban 
areas.  Hand  delivered  bills  are  placed  under 
doors  or  in  plastic  bags  hung  on  doornoba1 
with  the  obvious  attendant  problems.  Irj 
contrast,  Postal  Service  delivery  in  Long 
Island  Lighting  territory  has  been  very  good 
to  date  with  the  majority  of  our  bills  being 
delivered  on  an  overnight  basis  and  no  major 
problems  being  encountered. 

Although  postal  rates  have  doubled  sincd 
1971,  these  costs  represented  only  $.66  per 
year  of  a  total  customer  accounts  expense  ofi 
$12.95  per  year  per  average  customer  for  the 
12  months  ending  February  1976.  The  most 
optimistic  estimates  would  save  approxi- 
mately $.20  per  year  per  customer  at  this 
time  even  if  all  of  the  practical  problems 
could  be  resolved.  We  believe  these  esti- 
mates do  not  include  all  associated  costs  and 
that  hand  delivery  saves  little  or  nothing  at 
all. 

In  addition  to  studying  the  possibility  of 
hand  delivery  of  bills,  other  steps  have 
been  taken  to  moderate  the  Impact  of  the 
increase  in  postal  rates.  Hand  delivery  has 
been  used  successfully  for  invitations  to  our 
residential  consumer  insulation  seminars.  In 
such  non  first  class  applications  we  do  not 
have  to  be  assured  of  100  percent  delivery 
reliability.  Several  years  ago  we  programmed 
our  collection  notice  routines  so  that  these 
notices  were  incorporated  with  regular  bill-j 

ing  wherever  possible.  We  have  also  worked 
with  the  Council  of  Public  Utility  Mailers  to 
achieve  a  discount  for  bulk  mailers  with  pre- 
sorted mail.  This  industry  effort  has  re- 
sulted in  a  recommendation  for  a  $.01  per 
item  discount  which  will  be  presented  to  the 
Postal  Service  Board  of  Governors  this  week 
for  final  approval. 

Our  Customer  Relations  people  are  meet- 
ing with  the  Tiand  deliverers  again  this  week 
to  review  changes  that  have  taken  place  re- 
cently and  in  light  of  predictions  of  even 
higher  postal  rates  in  the  near  future.  Please 
be  assured  that  we  will  continue  to  follow 
this  matter  closely  and  keep  you  advised  of 
any  developments  which  would  change  our 
position. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Charles  R.  Pierce. 

May  4,  1976. 
Mr.  Alfred  E.  Kahn, 
Chairman,  State  of  New  York,  Public  Service 

Commission,  Empire  State  Plaza,  Albany, 

N.Y. 


Dear  Chairman  Kahn:  I  could  swear  that 
you  have  my  office  bugged. 

Within  the  past  few  days  I  have  reviewed  a 
report,  which  I  reqtiested,  in  regard  to  the 
possibility  of  hand-delivering'  our  service 
bills.  Although  the  report  shows  some  antici- 
pated savings,  I  do  not  feel  it  is  substantial 
enough  to  start  hand-delivery  at  this  time. 

Other  companies  were  contacted  and  their 
experiences  range  from  good  to  poor.  The  ma- 
jor problems  were  with  personnel  willing  to 
deliver  bills,  places  to  leave  the  bills,  and 
customer  complaints.  Florida  Power  and 
Light  Company  received  some  adverse  pub- 
licity as  indicated  in  the  enclosed  letter  to 
the  editor.  You  are  probably  aware,  however, 
of  Senator  Buckley's  bill  which  would  allow 
private  carriers  to  use  customers'  mail  boxes. 
This  could  ease  some  of  the  problems  of 
hand-delivery. 

We  are  expecting  a  reduction  in  postage  of 
one  cent  for  each  bill  if  we  sort  to  z|p  code. 
This  should  be  resolved  within  the  next  few 
weeks. 

I  have  asked  my  people  to  continue  their 
review  and  to  keep  me  informed. 
Cordially, 

Francis  E.  Drake.  Jr. 

Welcome,  Burglars? 
To  The  Editor: 

Poor  Florida  Power  &  Light  Company  has 
earned,  and  deserves,  an  award  from  all  asso- 
ciated and  unaffiliated  real  and  would-be 
housebreakers  and  robbers. 

Its  action  in  instituting  door-to-door, 
hand-on-the-knob  delivery  of  monthly  state- 
ments has  done  almost  as  much  to  improve 
the  climate  for  crimes  of  breaking  and  enter- 
ing as  would  abolition  of  street  patrolling 
by  police.  The  plastic  bag  with  the  FPL  bill 
left  hanging  on  any  door  for  any  length  of 
time  signals:  "I'm  away  for  a  while.  Come  on 
in  and  take  your  time  and  help  yourself." 
William  W.  Hershey. 

May  10,  1976. 
Dr.  Alfred  E.  Kahn, 

Chairman,  State  of  New  York,  Public  Service 
Commission,  Empire  State  Plaza,  Albany, 
N.Y. 

Dear  Dr.  Kahn:  In  response  to  your  letter 
of  April  27  which  refers  to  the  New  York 
Times  article  on  utilities  handling  the  de- 
livery of  their  own  bills  due  to  the  unusual 
increases  in  postage  costs,  Orange  and  Rock- 
land has  taken  positive  action  as  follows: 

We  originally  made  a  feasibility  study  on 
the  hand  delivery  of  customer  bills  in  1971, 
when  the  cost  of  first  class  postage  was 
scheduled  to  increase  from  8?  to  10#. 

This  Initial  study  revealed  that  hand  de- 
livery would  not  be  economical  for  Orange 
and  Rockland  as  we  serve  a  mainly  suburban 
territory.  Practically  all  utilities  utilizing  - 
this  method  serve  densely  populated  areas, 
thus  making  it  possible  to  more  easily  de- 
liver a  substantial  number  of  bills  per  day 
and  therefore  derive  considerable  cost  sav- 
ings. The  suburban  utilities  inherently  lose 
these  economies  due  to  the  greater  time 
consumed  in  walking  and  driving  between 
each  bill  delivered. 

The  hand  delivery  method  was  again  re- 
viewed during  1975  when  first  class  postal 
rates  were  scheduled  to  increase  to  IS*1.  In 
this  current  study  the  cost  differential  less- 
ened. However,   lack   of  population   density 
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is  still  a  major  factor. 

In  addition,  we  presently  are  reviewing  the 
cost  justification  of  revising  our  customer 
billing  computer  programs  to  obtain  the  01  ? 
savings  In  postage  cost  which  is  scheduled  to 
go  into  effect  in  June  1976  for  all  companies 
that  pre-sort  by  zip  code.  If  this  cost  Justi- 
fication proves  negative,  we  definitely  will  be 
able  to  derive  the  postage  savings  by  July 
1977  when  ovir  new  customer  information 
system  is  scheduled  to  be  in  effect. 

Two  future  actions  may  eventually  con- 
tribute to  deriving  cost  savings  through  the 
hand  delivery  of  bills. 

The  first  factor  would  be  passage  of  the 
bill  introduced  by  Senator  James  L.  Buckley 
which  would  allow  delivery  services  to  use 
mailboxes.  This  action  would  both  reduce 
delivery  walking  time  and  eliminate  the  need 
for  special  costly  doorknob  hangers. 

Secondly,  Orange  and  Rockland  will  be  re- 
routing customer  billing  cycles  to  specific 
geographical  areas.  By  so  doing,  we  would 
concentrate  deliveries  geographically.  This 
re-routing  should  reduce  manpower  require- 
ments and  basically  eliminate  the  current 
travel  time  now  reqtiired  between  several 
geographical  areas. 

You  can  be  assured  that  any  potential 
savings  or  cost  reductions  that  may  be  avail- 
able to  us  will  be  continually  reviewed  as  part 
of  our  overall  and  continuing  cost  reduction 
program. 

Sincerely, 

Dean  B.  Seifried, 
President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer. 

Dr.  Alfred  E.  Kahn, 

Chairman,  Public  Service  Commission, 

Empire  State  Plaza, 

Albany,  N.  Y. 

Dear  Chairman  Kahn:  I  refer  to  your  let- 
ter of  April  27th  concerning  the  article  in 
the  New  York  Times  relative  to  an  increase 
of  mail  service  competition. 

We  are  very  much  aware  of  the  rising  costs 
of  postage  and  with  each  increase,  the  feasi- 
bility of  hand  delivery  of  ovir  customer  bills 
is  evaluated.  However,  it  is  our  opinion  that 
the  disadvantages  of  hand  delivery  still  out- 
weigh the  advantagesv 

In  October,  1972  we  did  conduct  a  pilot 
program  involving  hand  delivery  of  customer 
bills.  Many  of  the  high  rise  apartment  houses, 
secured  by  doormen  who  restrict  entrance  to 
buildings  to  tenants  and  visitors,  prohibited 
our  employees  from  gaining  admittance.  In 
addition,  postal  laws  prohibit  placing  bills 
in  postal  boxes  provided  for  residents  of 
those  buildings  which  permit  our  access. 

Despite  close  supervision  of  bill  deliverers, 
hired  solely  for  this  mission,  rather 
numerous  complaints  were  made  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons: 

1.  Bills  not  completely  slipped  under 
customer's  door. 

2.  Bills  shoved  too  far  under  customer's 
door,  ending  \rp  in  closets,  under  rugs,  etc. 

3.  Bills  left  in  hallways,  on  radiators,  in 
lobbys,  etc. 

4.  Bills  delivered  to  wrong  apartments. 

5.  Bills  chewed  up  by  pets. 

6.  Bills  left  with  superintendents,  door- 
men, etc. 

We  recently  established  a  Tuesday  to 
Saturday  work  schedule  to  process  bills  more 
promptly  in  an  endeavor  to  improve  our  cash 


flow.  Bills  presently  mailed  are  received  by 
our  customers  three  days  after  the  meter 
has  been  read.  This  prompt  delivery  is  not 
possible  in  most  cases  of  hand  delivery,  be- 
cause of  the  need  to  re-sort  bills  for  proper 
sequencing  at  the  delivery  site. 

You  are  doubtless  aware'  that  the  U.S. 
Bostal  Service  is  expected  to  approve  a  one- 
cent  discount  for  pre-sorting  a  minimum  of 
500  pieces  of  first  class  mail  to  the  five  digit 
zip  code.  We  are  prepared  to  take  advantage 
of  this  discount  for  an  estimated  saving  cf 
8385,000  per  year.  It  is  anticipated  that  this 
regulation  will  become  effective  by  July  6, 
1976. 

Please  be  assured  that  we  will  continue  to 
keep  this  matter  under  close  surveillance 
and  should  it  become  operational  and  eco- 
nomically feasible,  we  will  undertake  such  a 
program.  Our  people  would  be  happy  to  talk 
with  any  of  your  staff  on  this  subject. 
Sincerely, 

Charles  F.  Luce. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  South- 
ern California  Gas  Co.  conducted  studies 
on  the  economic  feasibility  of  an  em- 
ployee delivery  program.  The  economic 
report  proved  favorable.  However,  ac- 
cording to  officials  of  that  company,  their 
inability  to  deposit  their  bills  in  mail- 
boxes was  the  single  most  significant  fac- 
tor in  their  decision  to  abandon  this  pro- 
gram. The  Boston  Gas  Co.  delivers  its 
bills  for  approximately  9  cents  per  bill; 
People's  Gas  Co.  of  Chicago  delivers  its 
bills  for  10.5  cents  per  bill;  and  Phila- 
delphia Gas  Co.  delivers  its  bills  for  6.9 
cents  per  bill.  Miami  Power  &  Light  re- 
cently implemented  an  employee  bill  de- 
livery program  with  estimated  savings  of 
$77,000  per  year,  serving  214,000  custo- 
mers. In.  May  1976,  Georgia  Power  Co. 
instituted  the  same  program  in  Atlanta 
with  expected  savings  to  amount  to  $25,- 
000  per  month.  Each  of  these  companies 
have  advised  my  office  that  lifting  the 
mailbox  restriction  would  greatly  facil- 
itate their  operations  and,  for  some,  pos- 
sibly enable  them  to  expand  their  pro- 
grams. 

In  the  village  of  Kenmore,  N.Y.,  Mayor 
Robert  A.  Malloy  had  municipal  em- 
ployees deliver  the  village's  25,000  water 
bills' when  they  read  the  meters.  He  es- 
timated this  would  save  the  village  be- 
tween $3,000  and  $4,000  per  year  and  also 
avoid  employee  layoffs.  However,  when 
the  employees  deposited  the  bills  in  the 
mailboxes,  the  Postal  Inspection  Serv- 
ice removed  the  bills  from  the  residential 
mailboxes  and  threatened  to  prosecute 
the  village  officials. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  no  justifiable 
reasons  to  deny  consumers  such  savings 
or  to  retain  this  artificial  barrier  against 
private  carriers,  utility  companies,  and 
municipalities  who  seek  alternative  ways 
to  deliver  their  mail.  Furthermore,  it  is 
essential  that  we  guarantee  the  safety  of 
the  mails  no  matter  who  delivers  it.  This 
means   allowing   all   mail   to   enjoy  the 
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security  of  a  mailbox.  Finally,  we  must 
restore  to  the  owner  the  right  to  have  his 
mailbox  used  for  all  mail  and  not  just 
that  delivered  by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  the  com- 
mittee must  oppose  this  amendment, 
even  though  it  is  well  intended,  particu- 
larly in  urban  areas.  A  case  can  be  made 
that  it  would  facilitate  the  delivery  of 
bills  by  utility  firms,  perhaps  at  a  lower 
cost.  That  Is  variable  in  different  areas. 
However,  it  does  so  at  the  expense  of  the 
Postal  Service  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  Postal  Service  seeks  to  distribute  the 
costs  without  any  selecting  out,  clear 
across  the  country — rural  areas,  urban 
areas. 

Any  Items  that  ordinarily  would  pass 
through  the  mails  and  pay  their  way 
help  to  keep  the  costs  under  control  in 
areas  where  they  cannot  afford  the  lux- 
ury of  an  urban  distribution  by,  let  us 
say,  electric  companies  and  the  like.  It 
is  part  of  the  same  principle  at  stake 
and  would  at  least  repeal  a  part  of  the 
private  express  statutes,  because  it  is  in- 
truding into  that  prerogative  which  is 
reserved  as  a  total  monopoly  for  any 
postal  service  almost  anywhere  around 
the  world. 

For  those  reasons,  the  amendment 
would  have  to  be  opposed  by  the  com- 
mittee, for  understandable  reasons,  even 
though  I  think  it  has  some  sense  In  a 
heavy  population  area  as  a  distribution 
factor,  where  there  is  a  question  of  se- 
curity in  some  of  the  mailing  systems 
and  where  a  mail  system  is  utilized  that 
somebody  has  to  pay  for. 

We  think  the  equity  really  lies  in  avoid- 
ing this  intrusion  into  a  mail  service 
prerogative. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  arguments  advanced  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming,  but  I  suggest 
that  equity  is  not  done  under  the  present 
system. 

Basically,  people  living  in  more  heavily 
ponulated  areas  are  in  fact  already  sub- 
sidizing mail  service  to  people  in  sparsely 
inhabited  areas. 

Second,  I  think  it  is  a  well-known  fact 
that  it  costs  a  great  deal  more  to  live  in 
a  heavily  populated  area  than  it  does  out 
in  the  country. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  to  eliminate  the 
small  measure  of  relief  that  would  other- 
wise be  available  to  people  who  could 
have  the  benefit  of  direct  delivery  of 
utility  bills — water  bills  and  things  of 
that  sort — means  that  they  are,  in  effect, 
asked  to  sacrifice  on  top  of  the  sacrifice 
already  made  to  sustain  a  nationwide 
system. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  asking  the  tax- 
payers to  provide  the  funds  that  sustain 
our  overall  postal  system,  that  is  the 
more  appropriate  and  the  more  equitable 
way  of  meeting  a  deficit  than,  in  effect, 
to  force  utilities  to  deliver  bills  to  their 
customers  by  the  U.S.  mails,  in  order  to 


provide  the  security  that  the  householder 
would  naturally  want. 

I  also  point  out  that  in  many  of  the 
areas  that  we  speak  of,  the  householders 
are  paying  very  high  prices  for  energy. 
Certainly  in  New  York  City  and  the 
metropolitan  areas  of  New  York,  we  have 
the  highest  electrical  rates  in  the  coun- 
try. The  amendment  that  I  suggest,  I 
think,  is  not  oniy  reasonable  and  not  only 
equitable,  but  would  offer  some  small 
measure  of  reduction  in  these  costs. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
two  matters  to  be  considered  here.  First 
is  the  matter  of  whether  we  want  to  take 
revenue  away  from  the  Postal  Service; 
second,  what  security  are  we  taking  away 
from  the  letter  box?  The  Postal  Service 
is  firmly  against  this  amendment  and  it 
states  as  follows: 

We  firmly  believe  that  legislation  permit- 
ting the  deposit  of  matter  other  than  mail  in 
letterboxes  or  similar  receptacles  is  not  in 
the  public  interestr  As  a  practical  matter, 
because  of  the  requirement  to  pay  postage 
on  mailable  matter  placed  in  a  letterbox, 
letterboxes  are  now  legitimately  visited  only 
by  postal  employees  or  by  persons  who  re- 
ceive or  send  mail  through  letterboxes.  The 
security  of  mail  in  letterboxes  depends  in 
large  measure  on  public  knowledge  of  this 
fact. 

In  other  words,  we  know  that  this 
mail  box  is  secure  because  the  only  per- 
son who  can  touch  that  mail  box  is  the 
receiver  of  the  mail  or  the  postman.  If 
we  allow  all  kinds  of  things  to  be  de- 
posited in  this  mail  box,  we  shall  not 
have  that  kind  of  security,  especially 
now,  when  we  place  so  much  importance 
on  the  receipt  of  social  security  checks, 
retirement  checks,  financial  instruments, 
and  similar  mailed  matter. 

The  Postal  Service  says : 
...  we  believe  the  security  of  the  individ- 
ual's letterbox  is  a  consideration  which  de- 
serves every  reasonable  protection  that  the 
Government  can  provide. 

The  other  question  to  be  decided  upon 
is,  do  we  want  to  take  away  revenues 
from  the  Postal  Service?  This  is  what 
the  Post  Office  says: 

In  addition,  forbidding  the  deposit  of  un- 
paid matter  in  letter  boxes  provides  import- 
ant protection  for  postal  revenue.  The  en- 
actment of  18  U.S.C.  Section  1725  occurred 
in  part  because  Congress  found  that  private 
delivery  of  certain  material  to  letterboxes 
had  produced  a  significant  drain  on  postal 
revenues.  The  protection  of  postal  revenue 
through  laws  discouraging  the  carriage  of 
letters  outside  the  mails  continues  to  be  a 
national  policy. 

To  allow  the  nonpayment  of  postage 
by  mailers  would  take  away  a  lot  of  the 
revenues  from  the  Postal  Service. 

The  distinguished  Senator  fronr  New 
York  has  stated  that  many  of  these  util- 
ity companies,  for  8  cents,  instead  of 
paying  the  13  cents  for  postal  mail,  can 
deliver  a  piece  of  mail  to  a  post  office  box. 
If  we  take  away  all  of  the  mailings  of 
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these  utilities,  take  away  the  mailings  of 
many  of  these  large  companies  in  the 
urban  areas,  where  they  can  do  it  much 
cheaper  because  the  mail  boxes  are  con- 
centrated and  where  the  residents  are 
concentrated,  we  shall  be  taking  a  tre- 
mendous amount  of  money  from  the 
Postal  Service.  We  shall  be  doing  a  great 
disservice  to  the  Postal  Service,  because 
it  will  not  then  be  equipped  to  do  the 
service  for  those  in  the  outlying  areas 
where  the  boxes  will  not  be  used,  and  the 
general  public  will  be  called  upon  to  pay 
a  larger  cost  for  delivering  their  mail. 

For  these  two  reasons,  we  oppose  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  BUCKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  prolong  this.  I  believe  that  the  issues 
are  simple  enough.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Hawaii  did  raise  an  addi- 
tional point  that  had  not  been  raised  by 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  who  con- 
centrated on  the  cost  factor.  That  is  se- 
curity. First  of  all,  my  amendment  is 
still  limited  to  access  to  the  mailbox  by 
authorized  private  carriers. 

No.  2,  let  us  face  it:  The  fact  that  legal 
access  to  mailboxes  is  limited  does  not  in 
any  way  disturb  the  criminal  who  is  go- 
ing to  have  access  to  such  mailboxes  as 
he  can  reach.  I  really  do  not  think  that 
argument  outweighs  the  considerations 
of  convenience  and  safety  for  the  house- 
holder, consideration  of  enabling  real 
savings  to  be  passed  through  to  certain 
consumers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Bellmon).  Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 
There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
New  York.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Clark)  , 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Cran- 
ston) ,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Cul- 
ver), the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke),  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Haskell)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Tunney) 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Clark)  and  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton (Mr.  Magnuson)  would  each  vote 
"nay." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Brock)  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Garn)  is  absent  due  to  a  death 
in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 


from  South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  is 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  annonce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
(Mr.  Thurmond)  would  vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  25, 
nays  64,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  523  Leg.] 
YEAS— 25 


Bartlett 

Goldwater 

McClure 

BeaU 

Hansen 

Morgan 

Biden 

Hatfield 

Nunn 

Buckley 

Helms 

Packwood 

Byrd, 

Hollings 

Scott, 

Harry  F. 

Jr.     Javits 

William  L. 

Curtis 

Laxalt 

Stevenson 

Dole 

Leahy 

Stone 

Fannin 

Mathias 
NAYS— 64 

Tower 

Abourezk 

Griffin 

Pa-store 

Allen 

Hart,  Gary 

Pearson 

Baker 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Pell 

Bayh 

Hathaway 

Percy 

Bellmon 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Bentsen 

Hud  dl  est  on— 

Randolph 

Brooke 

Humphrey 

Ribicoff 

Bumpers 

Inouye 

Roth 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Byrd,  Robert  C.  Johnston 

Scott,  Hugh 

Cannon 

Kennedy 

Sparkman 

Case 

Long 

Stafford 

Chiles 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Church 

McClellan 

Stevens 

Domenici 

McGee 

Symington 

Durkin 

McGovern 

Taft 

Eagleton 

Mclntyre 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

Met  calf 

Weicker 

Fong 

Montoya 

Williams 

Ford 

Moss 

Young 

Glenn 

Muskie 

Gravel 

Nelson 

NOT  VOTING- 

-11 

Brock 

Garn 

Mondale 

Clark 

Hartke 

Thurmond 

Cranston 

HaskeU 

Tunney 

Culver 

Magnuson 

So  Mr.  Buckley's  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 


POSTAL  REORGANIZATION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1975 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
for   other   purposes. 

AMENDMENT     NO.      2<$83 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up  my 
amendment  No.  2083  and  ask  for  its  im- 
mediate consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  pro- 
poses amendment  No.  2083: 
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At  the  appropriate  place  add  the  follow- 
ing new  section: 

Sec.  9.  Section  3401(b)(1)(B)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
otit  "15  pounds"  and  "60  inches"  and  sub- 
stituting in  lieu  thereof  "70  pounds"  and 
"100  inches",  respectively. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 
ment is  a  very  simple  one  and  I  can 
quickly  explain  it. 

Mr.  President,  in  1972,  the  Congress 
passed  legislation  (Public  Law  92-469) 
which  increased  the  weight  and  size  limi- 
tations for  parcel  post  packages  eligible 
to  be  shipped  by  aid  on  a  space  available 
basis— SAM — by  U.S.  servicemen  and 
women  from  military  installations 
abroad  to  the  United  States.  The  limits 
were  increased  from  15  pounds  and  60 
inches  in  girth  to  70  pounds  and  100 
inches  in  girth.  At  that  time  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  felt  that  it  could  not  ac- 
commodate similar  service  in  both  di- 
rections because  of  its  limited  airport 
facilities.  Consequently,  outbound  parcels 
to  our  servicemen  and  women  were 
limited  to  15  pounds  and  60  inches. 

With  the  operation  of  the  new  bulk 
mail  processing  centers,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice has  changed  its  position  and  now  sup- 
ports equalization  of  SAM  parcel  post 
weight  and  size  standards. 

The  amendment  I  submit  would  have 
that  and  only  that  effect.  It  would  raise 
the  limits  on  outbound  parcels  to  70 
pounds  and  100  inches.  This  amendment 
would  eliminate  unnecessary  confusion. 
It  would  provide  military  personnel  a 
speedy  and  reliable  method  to  ship 
larger  packages  at  a  substantial  cost  sav- 
ings over  regular  air  rates  and  at  a  con- 
siderable time  savings  our  surface  trans- 
portation. Most  important,  it  would  con- 
tribute to  the  morale  of  our  forces  abroad 
and  their  families  here  at  home. 

Simply  stated,  parcels  going  out  of  the 
country  have  to  be  a  certain  size  and 
parcels  coming  back  into  the  country 
have  to  be  a  different  size.  This  would 
make  the  size  uniform  both  ways.  It 
would,  of  course,  increase  the  size  of 
those  going  out  to  70  pounds  and  100 
inches  in  girth.  That  is  the  amendment, 
simply  stated. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
talked  to  all  of  the  participants  down- 
town and  elsewhere.  I  think  the  amend- 
ment would  facilitate  matters.  Since 
there  is  merit  in  this,  without  introduc- 
ing any  new  structural  complications,  we 
would  be  willing  to  accept  this  amend- 
ment anditake  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming.  Simply  a  voice  vote  or  with- 
out objection  would  be  satisfactory. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Utah. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


UP     AMENDMENT     NO.     368 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  unprinted  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr. 
Domenici)  proposes  an  unprinted  amend- 
ment numbered  368. 

On  page  39,  line  8,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  ",  but 
the  Commission  shall  consider  the  desirability 
and  feasibility  of  allowing — 

"(1)  the  carriage  of  mail  by  private  ex- 
press or  carrier,  and 

"(2)  a  private' carrier  of  mail  to  deposit 
any  mailable  matter  in  any  letter  box  estab- 
lished, approved,  or  accepted  by  the  Postal 
Service. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  the 
manager  of  the  bill  and  the  ranking  Re- 
publican have  seen  this  amendment.  I  do 
not  intend  to  take  long.  I  will  briefly  ex- 
plain it  and  hope  they  will  engage  in  a 
dialog  with  me  which  will  insure  that 
what  I  seek  in  this  amendment  will  occur. 

As  Senators  will  remember,  the  first 
Helms  amendment  was  a  rather  serious 
amendment  because  it  would  have 
changed  the  basic  postal  laws  with  ref- 
erence to  the  permission  to  deliver  first 
class  mail  through  the  private  sector. 
There  were  good  arguments  against  that 
amendment  and  it  lost. 

Senator  Buckley  proposed  an 
amendment  which  would  expand  upon 
what  mailboxes,  those  open  mailboxes, 
could  be  used  for.  All  I  have  done  in 
my  amendment,  Mr.  President,  is  to  take 
the  basic  bill  and  see  to  it  that  the  blue 
ribbon  commission  that  will  work  on  this 
matter  for  us  will  study  these  two  pro- 
posals, in  particular  the  proposal  with 
reference  to  the  private  sector  delivering 
first-class  mail. 

In  summary,  I  would  insert  in  the  Lill 
a  mandate  that  these  two  approaches 
that  were  discussed  here  by  way  of  an 
amendment  be  thought  through,  that  the 
blu?  ribbon  commission  not  ignore  them, 
and  that  it  be  part  of  their  delibera- 
tions and  report. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  committee 
would  do  this.  I  just  want  to  be  assured 
that  in  fact  they  will. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  is  intended  that  the  com- 
mission will  look  into  this  matter.  We 
are  willing  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  my  good 
friend  from  Hawaii. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

UP  AMENDMENT  NO.  369 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
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The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Griffin) 
proposes  an  imprinted  amendment  No.  369. 

On  page  32,  line  14,  insert  the  following: 
.strike  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  sentence 
and  insert  the  following: 

When  such  Commissioner  has  served  at 
lea^t  two  years. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  President,  this  bill 
moves  in  the  right  direction  by  requiring 
Senate  confirmation  of  the  appointment 
of  members  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion. However,  there  is  a  need  for  some 
degree  of  stability  in  the  Commission's 
membership.  We  have  had  a  rapid  turn- 
over of  commissioners.  In  less  than  6 
years,  11  different  individuals  have  served 
as  commissioners  and  only  two  have  com- 
pleted a  full  term.  This  amendment  pro- 
motes a  small  degree  of  stability  while 
at  the  same  time  recognizing  that  Sen- 
ate confirmation  of  appointees  is  desir- 
able. 

This  amendment  has  been  discussed 
with  the  managers  of  bill,  and  I  under- 
stand there  is  no  objection. 

Mr.  FONG.  There  is  no  objection  to 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

UP    AMENDMENT    NO.    370 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Hum- 
phrey) proposes  an  imprinted  amendment 
No.  370: 

On  page  27,  line  23,  strike  the  words  "on 
the  date  on  which"  and  substitute  in  lieu 
thereof  "120  days  after"; 

On  page  28,  line  21,  strike  the  words  "on 
the  date  on  which"  and  substitute  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  "120  days  after". 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  make 
sure  that  after  the  commission,  which  is 
authorized  in  this  legislation,  reports, 
that  there  will  be  sufficient  time  for 
whatever  legislative  action  may  be  re- 
quired as  a  result  of  the  commission's 
recommendations  and  as  a  result  of  con- 
gressional deliberation  and  procedures. 

Under  the  bill  as  it  is  written,  then 
the  commission  has  made  its  report,  then 
the  moratorium  on  all  matters  as  out- 
lined in  the  bill  is  over.  In  other  w6rds, 
new  rate  increases  can  go  into  effect, 
personnel  changes  can  be  made,  et  cetera. 
My  amendment  would  simpy  say  that 
following  the  commission's  report  there 
ought  to  be  time  for  the  Congress  to  be 
able  to  review  the  work  of  the  commis- 
sion and  to  make  its  judgment  based  on 
that  commission  repor^t  and  other  in- 
formation as  to  the  direction  that  the 
Postal  Service  should  take. 

I  have  discussed  this  amendment  with 
the  chairman  of  the  committee.  I  would 
like  to  have  his  observations.  It  may  be 


that  the  amendment  is  not  necessary.  It 
may  very  well  be  that  the  committee  has 
this  in  mind  without  the  specificity  of  the 
language. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  want  to  say  to  my  friend 
from  Minnesota  that  that  is  the  case. 
In  an  attempt  to  crowd  the  five  legs  of 
this  agreement  to  the  same  stature  and 
same  height  so  we  could  have  an  agree- 
ment, we  backed  into,  in  effect,  a  Febru- 
ary   15    date.    But,    very    candidly,    the 

understanding  was  there  would  be  no 
hanky-panky.  The  instant  that  date  ar- 
rived, it  would  give  the  Congress  a  chance 
to  work  its  will.  That  is  the  whole  point 
of  the  thing.  If  we  were  to  legislate  that 
now,  it  wou'd  require  going  back  and  try- 
ing to  get  a  new  agreement  on  another 
time  certain. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  the 
assurance  of  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee and  the  ranking  minority  member 
that  there  will  be  every  intent  and  every 
effort  to  ma^e  sure  that  there  is  not  some 
sudden  explosion.  There  is  no  intent  of 
that  among  tfro'-e  who  are  doing  the  con- 
versing. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  press  my  case 
a  little  further?  It  is  my  judgment  that 
if  the  moratorium  were  to  end  at  the 
time  the  commicsion  report  is  made,  it 
would  place  an  impossible  burden  upon 
the  Congress  to  be  able  to  fashion  any 
kind  of  remedial  legislation. 

Mr.  M^G^E.  That  is  understood. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Therefore,  it  is  my 
understanding  from  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  member  that 
when  the  commission  reports  there  will 
be  every  e^ort  made  to  get  expeditious 
action. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  it  does  not  mean 
that  on  d^y  one  or  day  two  after  the  re- 
port the  moratorium  is  over,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  agreement  and  the 
understanding  among  those  who  par- 
ticipated in  putting  it  together  is  that 
there  would  be  no  explosion  or  rush  into 
this.  Th-rc  would  be  a  reasonable  allow- 
ance for  an  expeditious  movement  in 
terms  of  the  Congress  reviewing  the 
whole  problem  and  making  its  recom- 
mendations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  the  instance  of  a 
rate  increase,  if  course,  there  is  always 
the  delay  procedure  on  that,  is  there  not? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct.  That 
would  fail  a  good  many  days  away,  at 
the  most  extreme  circumstance,  under 
the  existing  law. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Under  existing  law 
it  takes  time  for  a  rate  increase  to  be 
imolemented. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  Congress  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  take  whatever 
action  seemed  advisable? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  other  matter, 
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of  course,  is  the  matter  of  personnel — 
personnel  cuts  and  personnel  shifts.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  correctly 
understand  that  in  the  case  of  personnel 
as  well,  there  will  be  no  precipitate 
action? 

Mr.  Mr  3  .ces  cut-backs,  clos- 

ings, that  sort  of  thing,  yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And,  of  course,  the 
Randolph  amendment  gives  us  some  ad- 
ditional protection  with  regard  to  the 
smaller  post  offices. 

Mr.  McGFE.  That  is  already  in.  Yes, 
that  is  right. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  withdraw 
my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  has 
discussed  a  very  important  matter,  and 
the  chairman  of  the  ^mmittee.  of 
course,  h:  s  properly  explained  the  situa- 
tion with  reference  to  time.  The  able 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  of  course,  sup- 
ported the  amendment  I  offered  yester- 
day. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  I  did  indeed. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  amendment 
provides  a  procedure  which  must  be  fol- 
lowed by  the  Postal  Service  prior  to  the 
closing  or  consolidation  of  post  offices. 

I  want  the  record  once  again  to  indi- 
cate that  in  my  opinion — and  I  believe 
I  am  reasoned  in  this  statement— we  are 
developing  a  sound  legislative  package. 
I  have  joined  in  voting  against  amend- 
ments. But  whatever  is  finally  fashioned 
here,  which  will  probably  be  in  the  form 
of  the  bill  reported  by  the  committee  ex- 
cept for  my  amendment  that  was  passed 
vesterday.  I  can  see  absolutely  no  reason 
why  the  President  of  the  United  States 
should  veto  the  bill  if  that  amendment 
is  included.  I  ask  the  Sena*—  from  Min- 
nesota if  he  believes  there  is  a  danger, 
with  a  bill  of  this  kind,  that  the  Presi- 
dent would  veto  such  a  measure  because 
it  contains  the  procedure  for  decisions 
on  closings  beyond  February  15. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  say  most 
respectfully  to  my  colleague  and  friend 
from  West  Virginia  that  I  cannot  speak 
with  anv  certainty  as  to  what  the  Pres- 
ident would  do,  but  the  President,  hope- 
fully, will  be  a  reasonable  man.  The 
Senator's  amendment  is  a  very  reason- 
able and,  I  think,  sensible  amendment. 
The  President  is  also  aware  of  the  fact 
that  there  is  great  Concern  in  the  coun- 
try over  the  possibility  of  the  closing 
down  of  essential  postal  services,  par- 
ticularly in  the  rural  communities  and 
the  smaller  towns. 


The  President  is  a  candidate  for  re- 
election. I  cannot  imagine  that  he  will 
want  to  deliberately  go  about  the  coun- 
try insulting  community  after  commu- 
nity by  saying,  "Take  down  the  Ameri- 
can flag  from  in  front  of  your  post  of- 
fice  and  close  up   the   post  office." 

In  the  little  village  where  I  am  privi- 
leged to  live,  called  Waverly,  Minn.,  we 
have  593  people,  and  the  finest  little 
building  we  have  and  the  best  place  we 
have  is  our  post  office.  The  postmaster 
there  is  not  just  a  postmaster,  but  an 
adviser  on  every  conceivable  thing:  Civil 
Service,  income  tax,  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration, you  name  it. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  He  or  she  is  a  coun- 
selor and  a  confidant. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  postmaster  is 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
in  that  community.  If  they  do  not  want 
our  community  in  the  United  States, 
then  they  ought  to  tell  us.  I  have  never 
believed  in  secession,  but  they  ought  to 
tell  us.  And  I  have  said  before  that  I 
insist  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  provide  services  for 
our     people,     and     I     want     to     say 

again,  as  the  author  of  the  Rural 
Development  Act,  that  I  call  upon 
the  Postmaster  General  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  to  read  that 
act.  That  act  says  there  shall  be  gov- 
ernmental services  in  rural  communities 
equal  and  commensurate  with  those 
supplied  in  urban  communities.  I  say  if 
you  are  going  to  close  down  my  post 
office,  then  close  down  the  post  offices 
in  Washington,  D.C..  New  York,  Phila- 
delphia, and  even  Atlanta. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Or  Plains.  [Laugh- 
ter]. Pardon  me. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  1  minute  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  want  to  pledge  to  him 
my  cooperation  in  this  effort.  I  think  the 
message  was  very  clear,  and  it  is  a  very 
high  level  proposal;  and  as  the  fellow 
in  charge  for  the  moment  at  least,  I 
want  to  say  I  will  make  every  effort 
in  that  direction. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  we  can  keep  my  amendment  to  pre- 
vent the  indiscriminate  closings  of  post 
offices  in  smaller  towns  and  rural  areas 
during  the  Senate-House  conference.  We 
should  fight  for  the  amendment  in  con- 
ference. 

In  this  regard,  I  am  very  appreciative 
of  the  statement  by  our  able  chairman 
(Mr.  McGee)  on  the  support  he  will  give 
when  we  meet  with  the  House. 

I  entered  this  colloquy  only  to  under- 
score what  I  thought  was  the  reasoning 
behind  the  effort  to  give  us  a  modus 
operandi  where  people  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  speak  and  be  heard  in  ref- 
erence to  possible  closings  of  post  offices. 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and 
the  chairman. 
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Mr  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  yield  the  floor  and  withdraw 
my  amendment.  I  just  want  to  say  that 
in  reference  to  the  Hollings  amendment, 
I  thought  the  Senator  from  South  Caro- 
lina made  a  brilliant  case,  but  I  under- 
stand the  constraints  under  which  we 
operate  here,  namely,  that  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming,  in  order  to  get  any  kind 
of  a  bill  that  might  be  passed  and  signed 
by  the  President,  had  to  make  some  ad- 
justments and  some  understandings.  I 
did  not  want  to  see  that  effort  disrupted, 
but  I  wanted  the  record  clear  that  I  do 
believe  the  President  of  the  United  States 
should  appoint  the  Postmaster  General, 
and  he  ought  to  be  confirmed  by  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States. 

I  do  believe  there  ought  to  be  congres- 
sional oversight,  and  the  postal  budget 
should  be  a  line  item  of  the  budget,  and 
ought  to  go  under  the  general  operations 
of  the  Senate  and  House  Budget  Com- 
mittees. That  is  my  judgment,  and  I  hope 
that  will  be  the  case  when  the  new  ad- 
ministration takes  over  in  Washington 
come  January  20,  1977. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  passage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

ADDITIONAL  STATEMENTS  SUBMITTED 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  today  the 
Senate  is  considering  H.R.  8603,  legisla- 
tion designed  to  provide  temporary  fi- 
nancial assistance  to  the  Postal  Service 
and  allow  time  for  Congress  to  find  solu- 
tions to  the  numerous  problems  facing 
the  Postal  Service. 

The  bill  has  three  major  provisions. 
First,  it  provides  a  $500  million  subsidy 
for  fiscal  year  1977  and  another  S500 
million  for  fiscal  year  1978.  This  gives 
the  Postal  Service  much  needed  financial 
assistance  enabling  them  to  continue 
necessary  services  for  our  citizens.  Sec- 
ond, the  bill  establishes  a  Study  Com- 
mission to  conduct  an  in  depth  study  of 
the  problems  facing  the  Postal  Service 
and  make  recommendations  to  Congress. 
This  report  is  due  by  February  15,  1977. 
Finally,  for  the  duration  of  the  study, 
there  will  be  a  moratorium  on  any  cut- 
back in  services,  such  as  ending  Saturday 
deliveries  and  closing  small  rural  post 
offices.  In  addition  no  rate  increases  will 
be  permitted  while  the  study  is  in  prog- 
ress. 

The  form  of  this  bill  was  arrived  at  as 
a  result  of  negotiations  between  the  Sen- 
ate and  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committees,  the  Postal  Service,  and 
the  administration.  The  parties  involved 
in  these  negotiations  feel  that  this  legis- 
lation will  be  signed  by  the  President, 


thus  saving  the  Postal  Service  from'  fi- 
nancial ruin. 

Senator  Hollings  offered  an  amend- 
ment containing  several  sweeping 
changes  to  the  bill  as  reported — changes 
such  as  the  confirmation  by  the  Senate 
of  the  Postmaster  and  Deputy  Postmas- 
ter General,  congressional  oversight  of 
the  Postal  Service  budget,  and  improve- 
ments in  the  ratemaking  process. 

While  I  opposed  this  amendment,  in 
the  interest  of  hopefully  obtaining  a  veto- 
proof  bill  at  this  time.  I  would  not  want  to 
rule  out  these  suggestions  for  the  future. 
It  may  well  be  that  the  Study  Commis- 
sion will  recommend  many  of  these  alter- 
ations in  the  Postal  Service  and  perhaps 
they  will  come  up  with  additional  alter- 
natives. I  think  we  should  take  the  time 
to  carefully  study  the  current  situation 
and  evaluate  our  needs  for  future  postal 
services  before  making  any  wholesale 
changes  in  the  Postal  Service.  It  is  quite 
possible  that  changes  made  without  due 
consideration  may  result  in  a  worsening 
of  our  postal  services. 

It  is.  however,  becoming  increasingly 
clear  that  something  needs  to  be  done 
about  the  financial  problems  of  the 
Postal  Service.  The  establishment  of  the 
independent  Postal  Service  in  1971  began 
with  high  hopes  of  financial  solvency. 
The  Kappell  Commission,  which  recom- 
mended dissolving  the  old,  Cabinet-level 
Post  Office  Department,  projected  an  an- 
nual savings  of  at  least  $1.6  billion  an- 
nually if  the  postal  service  was  removed 
from  political,  control.  Even  with  this 
rosy  projection,  Congress  provided  a  sub- 
sidy to  cover  public  service  costs.  In  spite 
of  this  subsidy  the  Postal  Service  has  in- 
creased its  deficit  from  $175  million  in 
1972  to  a  cummulative  deficit  of  $1.6  bil- 
lion through  1975  and  the  deficit  is  still 
climbing. 

In  order  to  combat  the  spiraling  deficit 
the  Postal  Service  has  instituted  a  series 
of  rate  increases — first  class  postage  rates 
have  increased  117  percent,  from  6  cents 
in  1971  to  13  cents  in  1976.  There  is  evi- 
dence that  these  increases  have  lead  to  a 
decline  in  the  volume  of  first-class  mail 
in  1975,  the  firt  peacetime  decline  in 
usage  since  the  1930"s  Depression. 

In  addition,  there  seems  to  be  a  gen- 
eral perception  by  the  American  people 
that  the  increases  in  rates  have  resulted 
in  worse  rather  than  better  mail  de- 
livery from  the  Postal  Service.  I  have  re- 
ceived hundreds  of  complaints  in  the 
past  year  from  constituents  who  are  tired 
of  paying  more  for  stamps  and  having 
slower  deliveries. 

It  is  my  hope  that  H.R.  8603  will  be 
enacted  into  law  and  that  the  Study 
Commission  will  conduct  its  investigation 
as  expeditiously  as  possible.  Congress  can 
then  take  the  necessary  action  to  insure 
financial  stability  and  a  high  level  of 
service  from  the  Postal  Service. 
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This  must  be  done  soon.  The  mail  is  a 
valuable  and  necessary  means  of  com- 
munication between  our  citizens  and  we 
must  not  let  them  continue  to  suffer  in- 
creasing deterioration  in  the  speed  and 
efficiency  of  the  delivery  of  mail. 

Mr.  EAGLETON.  Mr.  President,  my  of- 
fice surveyed  500  randomly  selected  Mis- 
sourians  about  various  postal  matters. 
Because  the  rural,  small  town,  and  urban 
makeup  of  Missouri  is  proportionately 
the  same  as  that  of  the  United  States  I 
thought  that  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
might  be  interested  in  the  results  of  the 
poll. 

The  survey  informed  all  of  the  people 
questioned  that  the  average  household 
in  the  United  States  pays  approximately 
$200  each  year  for  the  postal  services 
presently  available.  It  was  explained  that 
this  payment  is  made  through  stamp 
purchases,  Federal  taxes,  and  business 
stamp  expenses  passed  on  to  the  consum- 
er. They  were  told  that  according  to  the 
Postal  Service,  inflation  has  created  a 
situation  where  either  the  Postal  Service 
will  have  to  cut  back  some  of  the  services 
presently  available  or  the  consuming 
household  will  have  to  pay  more  money 
next  year. 

The  first  question  told  the  survey 
respondents : 

If  Saturday  mail  delivery  is  kept  at  today's 
levels  around  the  country  your  household 
will  have  to  pay  an  additional  $4.50  each  year. 
Do  you  want  to  pay  the  additional  $4.60  and 
retain  the  present  Saturday  mail  delivery 
schedule? 

Forty-one  percent  of  those  surveyed 
answered  that  they  would  be  willing  to 
pay  $4.50  each  year  if  they  could  keep 
their  Saturday  mail  delivery.  Fifty-nine 
percent  said  they  would  rather  forego 
Saturday  mail  delivery  and  not  spend  the 
additional  $4.50. 

The  survey  asked : 

If  mail  is  only  delivered  to  a  curb  side 
mailbox  wherever  possible  your  household 
will  not  have  to  pay  an  additional  $2.50  each 
year.  Are  you  willing  to  pay  the  additional 
$2.50  so  that  those  who  presently  receive 
door-to-door  service  can  continue  to  do  so? 

The  response  to  this  question  was 
nearly  split  down  the  middle.  Fifty-two 
percent  said  that  they  are  willing  to  pay 
an  additional  $2.50  so  that  those  people 
that  now  receive  door-to-door  delivery 
can  continue.'  Fifty-eight  percent  said 
they  would  not  be  willing  to  pay  the  addi- 
tional amount.  ' 

The  people  in  Missouri  were  told 
that — 

The  General  Accounting  Office  claims  that 
12,000  rural  post  offices  can  be  closed  with- 
out reducing  the  basic  service  to  rural  postal 
patrons.  The  people  living^Jn  small  towns 
claim  that  it  will  make  the  postal  service  less 
convenient,  reduce  the  towns  identity,  and 
will  eliminate  an  enjoyable  gathering  place 
for  the  towns  people.  To  keep  them  open 
will  cost  your  household  an  additional  $1.50 
each  year.  Are  you  willing  to  pay  the  $1.50 
and  keep  the  12,000  rural  post  offices  open? 


Seventy-seven  percent  of  those  ques- 
tioned indicated  that  they  were  willing 
to  pay  the  extra  money  so  that  rural 
post  offices  can  stay  open.  Twenty-three 
percent  said  that  they  would  not  pay  the 
additional  $1.50  each  year. 

Those  surveyed  were  told: 

According  to  the  postal  service,  if  you  are 
willing  to  receive  mail  delivery  only  three 
days  a  week  your  household  will  not  have  to 
pay  an  additional  $15.00  each  year.  Do  you 
want  to  pay  the  additional  $15.00  each  year 
and  keep  your  present  mail  delivery  fre- 
quency? 

Sixty-two  percent  of  those  questioned 
indicated  that  they  were  willing  to  pay 
an  additional  $15.00  while  38  percent 
said  that  they  were  not. 

The  most  common  complaint  ex- 
pressed by  those  people  surveyed  con- 
cerning the  Postal  Service  were:  High 
stamp  prices,  inefficiency  in  the  opera- 
tion of  the  postal  services,  slow  and  in- 
accurate delivery,  too  much  "junk  mail," 
and  damaged  packages. 

This  country's  postal  policymakers 
will  have  to  make  some  very  difficult 
decisions  concerning  which  of  the  postal 
services  should  be  maintained  at  an 
additional  cost  to  all  of  us  and  which 
can  be  curtailed  without  too  much  diffi- 
culty. It  is  my  hope  that  the  results  of 
this  survey  will  be  of  some  help  as  we 
consider  this  issue. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
6  years  since  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  was  signed  into  law,  we  have  experi- 
enced a  steady  decline  in  the  quality  of 
postal  service,  accompanied  by  sharp  in- 
creases in  postal  rates.  If  present  trends 
are  not  reversed,  service  will  almost  cer- 
tainly continue  to  deteriorate,  rates  are 
likely  to  go  much  higher,  postal  volume 
will  decline  further  and  deficits  will  re- 
main with  us. 

Mismanagement  has  obviously  had  a 
good  deal  to  do  with  bringing  this  disas- 
trous situation  upon  us.  Postal  manage- 
ment has  abandoned  proven  mail  dis- 
patch and  delivery  systems  in  favor  of 
complex,  expensive,  and  unreliable 
methods.  Experienced  postal  managers 
have  been  encouraged  to  retire  early  and 
have  been  replaced  by  people  with  no 
experience  whatever  in  moving  the  mail. 
Huge  investments  have  been  made  in  un- 
workable gimmickry — canceling  ma- 
chines which  require  the  mail  to  pile  up 
for  as  much  as  24  hours  to  produce  "uni- 
form flow,"  other  machines  seemingly 
designed  for  the  express  purpose  of  eat- 
ing packages  and  letters.  As  Ronald 
Kessler  of  the  Washington  Post  pointed 

out  in  a  scathing  series  of  articles  on  the 
Postal  Service — 

.  .  .  postal  management  has  shown  remark- 
able consistency.  When  faced  with  major 
decisions,  it  invariably  chooses  the  wrong 
course. 

Management  personnel  can  be  changed 
and   foolish   decisions   can   be  reversed. 
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But  there  is  one  crucial  area,  accounta- 
bility, in  which  it  seems  to  me  necessary 
to  change  the  law.  I  believe  that  Con- 
gress must  take  responsibility  once  again 
for  insuring  that  service — not  the  illu- 
sion of  profitability — is  the  prime  objec- 
tive of  the  USPS. 

Although  I  can  understand  the  com- 
plex concerns  which  led  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  to  re- 
port what  amounts  to  a  stop-gap  bill, 
I  believe  that  Senator  Hollings  is  cor- 
rect in  moving  to  make  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice accountable  to  the  Congress  once 
again.  I  do  hot  favor  restoring  the  old 
political  post  office.  But  I  do  believe  that 
the  postal  bureaucracy  must  be  required 
to  come  before  the  Congress  to  justify  its 
operations  and  its  budget.  As  things 
stand  now,  the  taxpayer  will  inevitably 
inherit  any  deficit  run  up  by  the  Postal 
Service  in  the  end.  But  the  Congress  has 
little  to  say  about  setting  postal  priori- 
ties in  practice  and  the  public  has  no  re- 
course in  dealing  with  this  classic  ex- 
ample of  an  unrestrained  bureaucracy. 

Some  may  arerue  that  if  we  bring  Con- 
gress back  into  the  postal  business  in  any 
way  at  all,  we  shall  inevitably  have  a  sys- 
tem in  which  rates  are  frozen  in  per- 
petuity and  in  which  redundant  serv- 
ices will  continue.  I  do  not  believe  that 
this  objection  is  valid,  particularly  now 
that  the  congressional  budget  process  is 
working  so  effectively.  A  Congress  op- 
erating within  well-defined  spending 
guidelines  will  need  to  be  mightily  per- 
suaded to  pour  scarce  resources  into  pos- 
tal subsidies.  In  such  circumstances. 
Congress  will  be  under  the  strongest 
pressure  to  require  the  Postal  Service  to 
operate  responsibly  and  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice will  have  every  incentive  to  provide 
for  the  public  needs. 

Mr.  President.  I  think  that  another 
study  of  the  Postal  Service  may  be  use- 
ful with  regard  to  improving  operating 
efficiency  and  using  resources  more  ef- 
fectively. I  do  not,  however,  expect  that 
any  studv,  however  competent,  will  solve 
the  problem  of  accountability.  In  the 
end,  Congress  will  have  to  make  a  deci- 
sion about  the  degree  to  which  it  is  nec- 
essary to  oversee  the  postal  operations. 
The  issues  seem  to  me  quite  clear  at  this 
time.  I  see  no  good  reason  to  wait  to  take 
the  necessary  action. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  as 
much  as  I  recognize  that  postal  service 
is  becoming  less  of  a  public  service,  and 
as  much  as  I  would  like  to  support  a  bill 
which  is  supposed  to  keep  the  Post  Office 
running  without  service  cuts  or  rate  in- 
creases even  for  a  temporary  period,  I 
cannot  vote  for  the  spending  of  another 
billion  dollars  out  of  the  National  Treas- 
ury unless  we  get  immediately  at  the 
basic  reasons  for  our  Nation's  postal 
troubles. 

Unless  we  get  at  the  fundamental 
problems  that  are  causing  the  Postal 
Service  to  come  running  to  us  for  more 


money  all  the  time,  I  am  afraid  that  the 
American  taxpayer  will  be  asked  to  pump 
endless  amounts  of  money  into  a  bottom- 
less well. 

New,  I  know  that  the  study  commis- 
sion provided  for  in  the  bill  is  supposed 
to  study  without  limitation  all  the  prob- 
lems facing  the  Postal  Service.  But  I 
wonder  if  it  will?  And  I  must  ask:  "Don't 
we  already  have  committees  in  Congress 
that  are  fully  equipped  to  do  this?" 

Mr.  President,  I  can  remember  all  too 
well  the  last  major  commission  that  was 
set  up  to  review  the  Post  Office.  This  was 
the  Kappell  Commission  which  assured 
Congress  that  if  we  reorganized  the  old 
Post  Office  Denartment  it  would  bring 
about  improved  service  for  all  mail  users 
at  reduced  cost.  Well,  as  we  know » these 
"expert"  views  were  wrong.  In  the  words 
of  Robert  J.  Myers,  author  of  a  recent 
book  on  the  Post  Office,  all  the  American 
public  has  gotten  from  reorganization  is 
"less  for  more— -less  service  at  much 
higher  costs." 

Now,  we  are  being  asked  to  repeat  that 
mistake.  "Let's  set  up  another  study  com- 
mission." we  are  told.  "Let's  shuck  the 
responsibility  for  making  hard  decisions 
ourselves  and  turn  the  matter  over  to  a 
group  of  so-called  experts,  many  of  whom 
will  have  a  vested  interest  in  keeping 
things  as  they  are." 

Mr.  President,  we  should  do  the  job 
ourselves.  And  one  of  the  first  things  we 
should  examine  is  whether  or  not  Con- 
gress made  a  mistake  in  1971  by  exempt- 
ing postal  employees  from  Government 
pay  ceilings. 

Mr.  President,  wages  and  benefits  for 
employees  account  for  86  percent  of  op- 
erating costs  of  the  Postal  Service.  If  we 
are  going  to  get  at  the  source  of  the  pe- 
rennial deficits  famine:  the  Post  Office,  we 
must  take  a  hard  look  at  these  expenses. 

Just  a  month  ago,  Mr.  President,  the 
Library  of  Congress  gave  me  a  report 
saying  that  salary  increases  at  the  Postal 
Service  have  overrun  all  other  Govern- 
ment wage  increases  by  $5.4  billion.  This 
is  more  than  the  total  accumulated  defi- 
cit of  the  Postal  Service.  It- means  that 
if  postal  employees  were  subject  to  the 
same  wage  ceilings  as  other  Government 
workers  are,  the  Postal  Service  would 
today  show  a  surplus  of  $2.3  billion,  and 
might  be  reducing  postage  rates,  instead 
of  increasing  them  all  the  time. 

Mr.  President,  since  1971,  when  the 
postal  reorganization  law  became  effec- 
tive, the  average  annual  salary  of  postal 
employees  has  increased  from  $8,694  to 
$13,755.  The  actual,  total  compensation 
is  $16,228  if  benefits  are  included.  In 
comparison.  GS  workers  with  the  same 
salary  of  $8,694  in  1971  have  had  their 
salaries  increased  only  to  $11,191. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  want  to  give 
the  impression  that  labor  costs  are  the 
only  matter  we  should  be  concerned 
with.  Not  by  any  means.  In  my  opinion, 
Congress  must  root  out  unwise  manage- 
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merit  decisions  just  as  actively  as  it 
probes  into  labor  questions. 

Some  issues  we  might  examine  are 
these:  Is  money  being  wasted  for  new 
buildings  that  will  not  be  fully  utilized 
due  to  the  centralization  of  mail  process- 
ing? Are  bulk  mail  centers  a  billion  dol- 
lar blunder?  Is  the  consolidation  of  post 
office  facilities  resulting  in  poorer  serv- 
ice to  local  communities?  Can  overtime 
costs  be  reduced  by  wiser  management? 

Another  aspect  of  the  Reform  Act, 
which  I  believe  demands  revaluation,  is 
the  requirement  in  law  for  appointment 
on  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  of  a 
public  interest  officer.  For  the  informa- 
tion of  the  Senate,  such  an  officer  has 
been  appointed  in  each  rate  case  and 
has  been  given  a  completely  independent 
staff  of  lawyers,  accountants,  econo- 
mists, and  clerical  assistants.  Yet,  with 
all  this  staff,  none  of  the  officers  has 
eyer,  to  my  knowledge,  held  any  formal 
or  informal  hearings  to  learn  what  the 
public  interest  is.  Nor  have  they  solicited 
the  views  of  the  elected  representatives 
of  the.  people,  whether  local,  State,  or 
Federal. 

Judging  from^some  of  the  impractical 
proposals  that  these  officers  have  made 
in  proceedings  before  the  Rate  Commis- 
sion, I  believe  that  the  positions  they  are 
taking  would  destroy  the  entire  Postal 
Service.  They  appear  blind  to  the  fact 
that  mail  delivery  is  a  public  service. 

For  example,  one  of  the  public  officers 
has  been  urging  the  Rate  Commission 
to  abolish  second-class  mail,  which  con- 
sists of  newspapers  and  magazines.  He 
actually  recommends  that  a  book,  which 
has  the  same  size  and  weight  as  a  brick, 
should  be  charged  the  same  rate  as  a 
brick.  And  he  wants  a  magazine,  which 
has  the  same  physical  characteristics  as 
an  advertising  catalog,  to  be  charged  the 
same  rate  as  a  catalog. 

Under  this  notion,  no  importance  is 
given  to  the  actual  contents  of  the  mail. 
A  book  or  a  magazine  contains  knowl- 
edge. It  stimulates  thinking.  Yet  to  this 
officer,  the  printed  word  is  worth  no 
more  than  a  brick. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  these  subjects 
must  be  squarely  faced  up  to  by  Congress 
before  we  spend  another  billion  or  more 
dollars  to  bail  out  the  Postal  Service 
from  losses  which  may  repeat  them- 
selves over  and  over  again  unless  we 
correct  the  basic  defects  in  the  mail 
system. 

We  cannot  have  someone  else  do  this 
job  for  us.  We  cannot  simply  study  the 
matter. 

We  must  act -and  act  now,  not  later. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
abundantly  clear  that  something  must 
be  done,  and  very  soon,  to  rescue  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  from  its  present  course 
which  has  seen  service  cuts  and  rate  in- 
creases in  combination  with  staggering 


deficits.  The  congressional  effort,  initi- 
ated in  1971,  to  have  a  financially  inde- 
pendent Postal  Service  has  not  been  suc- 
cessful. Given  the  fundamental  incon- 
sistency between  a  break-even  postal 
operation  and  the  continuing  substantial 
public  service  obligations  we  have  ex- 
pected the  Postal  Service  to  fulfill,  it 
might  never  have  succeeded.  Be  that  as 
it  may,  difficulties  have  been  compounded 
in  recent  years  by  rapidly  increasing 
operational  costs  and  dwindling  volumes 
of  mail.  These  have  combined  to  produce 
a  cumulative  operating  loss  estimated  to 
reach  $4.5  billion  by  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1977,  This  has  far  more  than  erased 

the  initial  positive  equity  in  1971  of  $1.7 
billion. 

It  is  also  clear  that  we  must  find  a  way 
to  make  our  postal  system  work.  The 
existence  of  a  truly  effective  postal  de- 
livery service  is  vital  to  the  well  being  of 
the  American  people.  Prompt  and  reli- 
able mail  service  is  a  key  link  in  the 
communications  system  which  binds  this 
Nation  together.  It  is  essential  to  the 
effective  transmittal  of  information  be- 
tween individual  citizens.  It  is  essential 
also  for  our  country's  commerce  and 
trade. 

We  have  before  us  now  two  legislative 
alternatives  designed  to  address  this 
problem.  On  one  hand,  the  Post  Office 
Committee  has  reported  out  a  bill,  H.R. 
8603,  establishing  a  special  blue  ribbon- 
committee  charged  with  the  responsi- 
bilities of  examining  all  aspects  of  the 
Postal  Service  operation  and  recom- 
mending to  the  Congress  at  a  very  early 
date  steps  that  might  be  taken  to  cor- 
rect present  inadequacies.  This  so-called 
compromise  bill  has  the  support  of  the 
administration  and  the  leadership  of  the 
two  relevant  congressional  committees. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  a  pro- 
posal quite  similar  to  legislation  passed 
by  the  House,  which  will  immediately  re- 
turn direct  budgetary  and  managerial 
control  of  the  Postal  Service  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  Proponents  of  this  sec- 
ond alternative  contend  that  the  posi- 
tive gains  made  during  5  years  of  inde- 
pendent Postal  Service  operation  would 
be  maintained  while,  at  the  same  time, 
Postal  Service  accountability  to  the 
American  people  would  be  restored. 

I  am  prepared  to  support  H.R.  8603 
as  reported  by  the  Post  Office  Commit- 
tee. It  is  premature  to  abandon  the  prin- 
ciple behind  the  Postal  Service  Reorga- 
nization Act  of  1970,  that  of  establishing 
an  independent  U.S.  Postal  Service  ca- 
pable of  managing  its  own  operation, 
without  at  least  examining  what  might 
be  done  to  correct  the  deficiencies  that 
have  become  evident  over  the  past  5 
years.  I  believe  this  examination  can 
best  be  carried  out  by  the  blue  ribbon 
committee  created  by  H.R.  8603.  It  may 
very  well  be  that  this  committee  will  rec- 
ommend increased  subsidies  and  greater 
Postal    Service    accountability.    It    may 
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also  be,  however,  that  the  committee  will 
develop  realistic  alternatives,  applicable 
within  the  present  legislative  framework 
that  will  bring  about  substantial,  im- 
provements in  Postal  Service  operations. 

I  do  not  anticipate  that  the  blue  rib- 
bon committee  will  be  able  to  develop  a 
panacea  for  all  that  ails  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. Indeed,  I  doubt  if  one  exists.  But  I 
do  expect  the  committee  to  come  back  to 
us  with  a  realistic  report  on  what  is 
wrong  with  the  Postal  Service  and  what 
we  can  do  to  change  it  for  the  better. 
This  study  is  not  to  be  a  whitewash;  I 
want  them  to  "tell  it  like  it  is." 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  if  this  com- 
mittee will  make  the  necessary  hard  and 
realistic  recommendations,  this  Sena- 
tor is  prepared  to  make  the  difficult  de- 
cisions needed  to  get  Postal  Service  op- 
erations on  a  firm  footing.  I  believe  this 
is  an  obligation  we  all  must  accept  if  the 
present  version  of  H.R.  8603  becomes 
law.  v 

INSURING  CONTINUED  POSTAL  SERVICE 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
support  the  bill  reported  by  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
It  is  a  sad  and  regrettable  fact  that  the 
Postal  Service  faces  a  crippling  operat- 
ing deficit  of  nearly  $3  billion.  If  the 
Congress  fails  to  provide  sufficient  funds 
before  the  end  of  this  session,  the  result 
may  be  further  postal  rate  increases  and 
service  reductions.  Such  a  situation, 
understandably,  would  be  viewed  as  in- 
tolerable by  the  American  public. 

H.R.  8603  would  authorize  two  ap- 
propriations of  $500  million  each  to  be 
applied  against  the  Postal  Service's  ac- 
cumulated debt.  The  moneys  will  not  be 
used  for  operating  subsidies.  The  first 
appropriation  would  be  made  Septem- 
ber 30,  1976,  and  the  second  on  Sep- 
tember 30,  1977.  In  addition,  the  bill 
would  establish  a  12 -member  Commis- 
sion on  Postal  Service  to  make  recom- 
mendations to  Congress  by  February 
1977,  on  ways  of  best  resolving  the 
chronic  operating  difficulties  which  have 
plagued  our  national  postal  system. 

During  the  period  of  the  Commission's 
study,  the  bill  mandates  a  moratorium 
on  all  rate  increases  and  service  reduc- 
tions, including  the  closing  of  small  post 
offices.  Thus,  the  public  is  assured  that 
no  further  rate  increases  or  service  cuts 
will  occur  until  the  Congress  is  pro- 
vided an  adequate  opportunity  to  ex- 
plore thoroughly  all  the  alternatives  for 
reform., 

Significantly,  this  legislation  repre- 
sents a  compromise — reached  after 
much  discussion  and  negotiation — be- 
tween the  House  and  Senate  commit- 
tees with  jurisdiction  over  our  postal 
system  and  the  administration.  As  such, 
it  may  very  well  be  the  only  approach 
now  under  consideration  which  can  be 
passed  by  the  Senate,  accepted  in  con- 


ference" by  the  House",  and  signed  into 
law  by  the  President  during  this  session 
of  the  Congress. 

Many  provisions  of  the  substitute 
package  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Hollengs)  are  ap- 
pealing and  worthy  of  the  Senate's  close 
consideration.  At  his  juncture,  however, 
the  adoption  of  substantive  amendments 
would  threaten  the  delicate  compromise 
of  interests  so  carefully  worked  out  in 
the  legislative  process. 

Thus,  opposition  to  the  substitute 
package  should  not  be  misconstrued  as 
opposition  to  postal  reform.  There  will 
be  ample  opportunity  for  a  full  hearing 
on  the  relative  merits  of  various  reform 
proposals  advanced — including  those  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina — after 
the  study  commission  makes  its  recom- 
mendations in  February. 

While  it  is  unfortunate  that  Congress 
has  not  been  able  to  agree  upon  a  genu- 
ine reform  package  this  session,  it  must 
be  recognized  that  we  are  confronted 
with  a  very  urgent  situation  that  de- 
mands a  response  now.  It  is  essential  that 
we  allow  postal  services  to  continue  at 
existing  levels  and  rates  while  we  at- 
tempt to  work  out  the  best  approach  to 
reform.  I  believe  that  the  bill  before  us 
offers  the  best  approach  available  for 
achieving  that  objective. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  as  I  look 
at  the  changes  in  the  Postal  Service  since 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  I 
find  some  signs  of  the  improvement 
which  Congress  was  looking  for  when  it 
passed  that  bill. 

Delivery  performance  of  first  class  mail 
in  overnight  delivery  areas  has  improved 
to  the  point  where  95  percent  of  first 
class  mail  is  reported  to  be  delivered 
overnight.  I  sometimes  feel  discouraged 
that  I  am  personally  among  the  other  5 
percent,  but  nothing  is  perfect. 

The  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
postal  employees  have  been  somewhaj, 
improved.  With  the  signing  of  collective- 
bargaining  agreements  in  1975,  increases 
in  base  pay  averaging  4  percent  per  year 
over  the  next  3  years  plus  cost-of-living 
adjustments  have  been  achieved  for  the 
men  and  women  of  the  Postal  Service. 

And  the  previous  taint  of  political  ap- 
pointments within  the  Service  has 
abated. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we  in  the 
Congress  as  well  as  our  Nation's  citizens 
remind  ourselves  of  the  postal  policy  the 
Congress  set  forth  in  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act  of  1970 : 

(a)  The  U.S.  Postal  Service  shall  be  oper- 
ated as  a  basic  and  fundamental  service  pro- 
vided to  the  people  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  authorized  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, created  by  Act  of  Congress  and  sup- 
ported by  the  people.  The  Postal  Service  shall 
have  as  its  basic  function  the  obligation  to 
provide  postal  services  to  bind  the  Nation 
together  through  the  personal,  educational, 
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literary,  and  business  correspondence  of  the 
people.  It  shall  provide  prompt  reliable  and 
efficient  services  to  patrons  in  all  areas  and 
shall  render  postal  services  to  all  commu- 
nities. .  .  . 

(b)  The  Postal  Service  shall  provide  a  max- 
imum degree  of  effective  and  regular  postal 
services  to  rural  areas,  communities,  and 
small  towns  where  post  offices  are  not  self- 
sustaining.  No  small  post  office  shall  be 
closed  solely  for  operating  at  a  deficit,  it  be- 
ing the  specific  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
effective  postal  services  be  insured  to  resi- 
dents of  both  urban  and  rural  communities. 

We  knew  what  we  were  saying  when  we 
in  Congress  stated  that  policy.  We 
wanted  to  insure  that  "service"  would  be 
the  foremost  goal  and  that  the  geograph- 
ically remote  sections  of  our  country 
would  not  be  disadvantaged — left  out  of 
the  mainstream  of  our  national  commu- 
nication system — in  order  to  achieve 
some  operating  efficiencies.  There  are 
some  services,  such  as  rural  mail  deliv- 
ery, whose  benefits  far  outweigh  any 
"costs"  which  may  be  attributed  to  them. 
The  people  want  and  need  to  know  that 
someone  cares  about  them.  That  someone 
cares  about  the  mail  which  they  entrust 
to  the  postal  system  each  day  and  that 
the  mail  will  be  handled  with  the  same 
concern  as  that  of  the  person  mailing  it. 
Of  course  all  is  not  well  with  the  Postal 
Service  as  we  are  all  keenly  aware.  Vol- 
ume is  down,  rates  are  up,  complaints 
are  up,  and  the  threat  of  competition  by 
private  carriers  is  always  hovering  in  the 
background. 

The  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee  has  been  grappling  with 
these  issues  and  completed  work  on  a 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  amendments 
bill  recently  for  full  Senate  action. 

That  bill,  I  believe,  satisfies  the  imme- 
diate financial  needs  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  an  operating  subsidy  of  $1  billion 
for  the  period  of  October  1,  1976,  through 
October  1,  1977. 

It  goes  on  to  establish  a  10-member 
Commission  on  the  Postal  Service.  The 
Commission  is  charged  with  identifying 
the  major  service,  cost,  and  funding 
problems  of  the  Postal  Service  and  mak- 
ing recommendations  by  February  15, 
1977. 

The  bill  limits  reduction  in  service  to 
insure  that  service  remains  the  main 
goal.  It  also  spells  out  criteria  which 
must  be  met  before  rural  post  offices  are 
.closed.  This  will  avoid  indiscriminate 
closings  while  guaranteeing  existing 
door-to-door  or  curbline  delivery. 

Here  again,  better  service  was  the  over- 
riding concern  of  the  committee. 

And  lastly,  the  bill  places  a  temporary 
moratorium  on  rate  increases  until  the 
Study  Commission  reports  back  to  the 
Congress  on  the  rate-making  and  cost- 
attribution  procedures  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission. 

This  last  issue  of  rate  increases  is  per- 
haps the  most  publicly  aired  concern  of 


citizens.  It  is  a  very  difficult  task  which 
the  Study  Commission  has  before  it — to 
provide  guidance  to  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission in  determining  costs,  attributing 
them  to  the  various  classes  of  mail,  and 
setting  a  reasonable  time  for  final  rate 
determinations. 

One  particular  area  which  I  believe  the 
Postal  Service  should  devote  more  effort 
to  is  that  of  pubMc  information.  The 
Postal  Service  should  let  the  public  know 
about  its  mail  handling  procedures,  its 
bulk  mail  centers,  and  the  highlights  of 
its  operating  costs.  This  information  will 
contribute  to  a  better  understanding  of 
postal  services  and  the  ways  in  which 
citizens  can  insure  that  their  parcels  or 
letters  are  properly  packaged,  addressed, 
and  ultimately  delivered.  It  is  my  belief 
that  if  the  general  public  has  a  better 
understanding  of  the  way  the  Postal 
Service  operates,  citizens  will  have  fewer 
complaints,  and  will  be  better  equipped 
to  mail  their  parcels  and  letter.  This 
should  lead  to  greater  satisfaction  with 
the  Postal  Service  and  reduce  com- 
plaints. 

The  end  result  of  such  a  public  infor- 
mation effort  would  be  better  public 
service  by  the  USPS  for  their  custom- 
ers— the  American  citizen. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  Ore- 
gon and  a  number  of  other  States  have 
been  faced  with  the  closure  of  numerous 
small  post  offices.  I  believe  that  small 
post  offices  serve  a  necessary  social  func- 
tion. They  are  a  hub  of  small  communi- 
ties, and  are  often  the  only  Federal 
agency  in  town  to  give  needed  informa- 
tion on  taxes,  social  security,  civiLservice, 
and  other  public  service  materials.  These 
rural  post  offices  are  necessary  services. 

As  we  all  know,  the  post  office  Is  facing 
massive  deficits.  I  have  suggested  that  as 
an  alternative  to  closing  small  post  offices 
the  Postal  Service  should  study  the  ef- 
fects of  going  from  6-  to  5 -day  delivery. 

Because  I  have  had  the  personal  as- 
surance of  Senator  McGee,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  Senate  Post 

Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  that 
the  Commission  created  under  his  bill 
would  look  into  the  cost  savings  and 
other  effects  of  5 -day  delivery,  I  will  not 
offer  the  amendment  I  had  prepared.  My 
amendment  would  have  directed  the  new 
blue-ribbon  Commission  to'  study  the 
feasibility  of  providing  regular  delivery 
service  to  any  mailing  address  on  not 
more  than  5  days  in  any  one  week.  But 
the  chairman  assures  me  that  the  man- 
date of  the  Commission  is  sufficiently 
broad  to  include  this  study. 

I  have  been  tremendously  impressed 
by  the  estimated  savings  in  just  the 
State  of  Oregon.  The  Portland  postal  dis- 
trict, which  includes  virtually  all  of  Ore- 
gon, estimates  that  5-day  delivery  would 
save  about  $6  million  per  year.  Cur- 
rently the  Portland  postal  district  oper- 
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ates  with  an  annual  deficit  of  about  $5 
million.  Five-day  delivery  would  result  in 
an  estimated  net  savings  of  about  $1  mil- 
lion per  year,  and  this  is  just  in  the 
State  of  Oregon. 

Particularly  in  relation  to  closing 
small,  rural  post  offices,  the  best  solution 
to  the  rising  postal  deficits  may  rest  with 
5-day  delivery.  I  would  hope-  that  the 
Commission  thoroughly  studies  the  ques- 
tion of  5-day  delivery  and  reports  its 
findings  at  the  soonest  possible  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  spoke  briefly  yesterday  and  op- 
pose this  bill  for  a  number  of  reasons. 
One  is  that  the  1970  act  setting  up  the 
Postal  Service  has  not  accomplished  the 
purposes  the  proponents  felt  that  it 
would.  Even  though  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act  of  1970  creating  this  quasi- 
independent  Government  agency  pro- 
vided for  various  subsidies,  the  bill  be- 
fore us  would  add  an  additional  billion 
dollars  over  a  period  of  2  years  and  un- 
doubtedly result  in  still  further  subsi- 
dies in  the  years  to  come. 

Therefore,  the  desirability  of  studying 
the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service  is 
readily  apparent.  Rather  than  creating  a 
new  commission,  however,  to  make  the 
study,  it  would  appear  that  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  could  readily 
perform  this  function. 

While  none  of  us  want  to  see  any  ad- 
ditional increases  in  postal  rates,  one  of 
the  major  bargaining  points  when  the 
Postal  Service  was  created  was  that  it 
would  be  self-sustaining.  To  accomplish 
this  the  costs  of  operation  must  be  de- 
creased or  postal  rates  must  be  increased. 
Yet  this  bill  would  tend  to  meet  the 
financial  gap  by  more  subsidies. 

When  the  measure  creating  the  Postal 
Service  was  considered  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  1970,  then  Congress- 
man H.  R.  Gross  of  Iowa,  and  I,  Joined 
in  submitting  minority  views.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
these  views  commencing  at  page  252  of 
the  "Explanation  of  the  Postal  Reorga- 
nization Act,"  revised  in  July  of  this  year, 
as  well  as  my  supplemental  views  begin- 
ning at  page  257  of  the  same  committee 
report  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Minority  Views  of  Hon.  H.  R.  Gross  and 

Hon.   William  L.   Scott  on  H.R.   17070 

This  legislation.  H.R.  17070,  reported  by  a. 
bare  majority  of  the  committee,  proposes  a 

cure  for  the  problems  of  the  postal  service 
which  in  the  final  analysis  is  worse  than  the 
conditions  it  seeks  to  remedy. 

Change,  for  the  mere  sake  of  change,  is 
dangerous  legislative  policy.  It  is  absolute 
misrepresentation  to  try  to  fool  the  Ameri- 
can public  into  thinking  that  the  creation 
of  an  "independent  establishment"  with  cor- 
porate powers  will  in  itself  result  in  increased  • 
efficiency,  greater  economies,  and  better  serv- 
ice to  them. 


The  basic  philosophy  behind  this  legisla- 
tion is  that  changing  the  organization  of 
the  Post  Office  Department  will,  by  itself, 
provide  better  postal  service  to  the  American 
people.  It  is  seriously  doubtful  that  such 
will  be  the  case.  The  only  thing  we  can  rea- 
sonably predict  is  that  after  this  legislation 
is  enacted,  postal  rates  will  go  up  and  postal 
service  to  the  public  will  be  drastically  re- 
duced. 

responsible   to   whom? 

One  of  the  core  issues  in  postal  reform  is 
to  whom  should  the  operating  head  of  the 
postal  service  be  responsible?  Under  this 
legislation,  the  management  of  the  postal 
service  will  be  insulated  from  both  the  pub- 
lic and  their  representatives  in  Congress  by 
a  nine  member  politically  appointed  com- 
mission. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  if  the  claim 
has  any  validity  that  politics  will  be  removed 
from  the  postal  service,  the  way  is  certainly 
open  for  personal  patronage  and  cronyism  to 
be  substituted. 

SERVICE    TO    THE  POSTAL    PATRON 

If  the  legislation  supported  by  the  majority 
of  the  committee  is  finally  enacted,  the 
postal  service,  as  we  know  it  today,  will  cease 
to  exist.  It  has  been  learned  that  a  so-called 
"5-year  plan"  is  now  circulating  at  Postal 
Headquarters  to  be  implemented  as  soon  as 
this  legislation  is  enacted.  The  plan  would 
eliminate  all  Saturday  delivery  service  and 
window  service,  consolidate  existing  postal 
facilities,  curtail  mail)  delivery  service  to 
colleges  and  universities,  curtail  parcel  post 
service,  reduce  clerical  hours,  discontinue 
air  taxi  service,  discontinue  airlift  first-class 
mail,  and  many  other  services  as  we  now 
know  them. 

The  question  might  be  asked  as  to  why 
the  postal  service  has  not  taken  such  action 
prior  to  this  time.  The  answer  is  simple — 
Congress  would  never  permit  such  a  curtail- 
ment of  postal  service  to  the  American  public. 
It  will  be  through  this  legislation,  creating  an 
agency  unresponsive  to  Congress  that  the 
postal  service  will  be  curtailed  and  postal 
rates  drastically  increased  in  obedience  to  a 
blind  "break-even"  obsession. 

PUBLIC  SERVICE 

The  public  service  concept  of  the  postal 
service  in  the  present  law  has  been  pains- 
takingly developed  by  Congress  over  a  period 
of  many  years.  It  provides  essential  recogni- 
tion of  the  public  service  role  of  the  Post 
Office  Department  and  assists  in  keeping 
postal  rates  for  the  public  at  a  reasonable 
level. 

The  committee  bill  is  contradictory.  First, 
it  recognizes  the  validity  of  a  public  service 
allowance  by  starting  out  with  an  adequate 
figure.  Then  it  proceeds  to  scale  down  the 
total  allowance  over  a  period  of  years  ending 
with  a  low  figure  produced  by  a  new  and 
unrealistic  formula.  The  new  formula,  for 
example,  totally  wipes  out  any  public  service 
allowance  for  the  deficit  incurred  in  pro- 
viding the  rural  areas  of  America  with 
adequate  postal  service. 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT     RELATIONS 

The  committee  report  completely  sidesteps 
the  critical  issue  that  is  created  by  the  la- 
bor-management provisions  of  this  bill.  It 
will,  if  enacted,  destroy  long-standing  per- 
sonnel policies  in  the  Federal  government. 
Forexample,  the  policies  enunciated  by  Pres- 
idents Kennedy,  Johnson,  and  Nixon  of  the 
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right  of  all  Federal  employees  to  Join  or  to 
refrain  from  Joining  a  labor  organization  are 
not  contained  in  this  legislation. 

In  a  drastic  departure  from  established 
Federal  personnel  policies,  this  legislation  re- 
moves postal  workers  from  competitive  civil 
service  and  brings  the  Postal  Service  and  its 
employees  under  the  coverage  of  the  Labor 
Management  Relations  Act  of  1947.  This  act  ' 
permits  a  union  and  employer  to  make  an 
agreement  requiring  all  employees  to  join  the 
union  in  order  to  retain  their  jobs. 

Never  before  in  our  history  has  an  in- 
dividual been  faced  with  the  requirement  of 
having  to  join  a  labor  organization  if  he 
wished  to  work  for  the  Federal  Government. 
Once  established  in  the  Postal  Service,  the 
conseqtiences  of  this  policy  throughout  the 
Federal  service  ought  to  be  apparent  to  all. 

Over  the  years,  by  law,  and  by  adminis- 
trative and  judicial  actions,  all  barriers — 
race,  religion,  age,  sex,  ideological  beliefs, 
etc. — have  been  removed  between  an  Amer- 
ican citizen  and  the  privilege  of  working  for 
his  government,  but  this  bill  paves  the  way 
for  \inion  membership  as  a  rigid  condition 
of  Federal  employment. 

If  there  is  any  doubt  that  we  are  faced  with 
the  prospect  of  a  union  shop  policy  for  all 
Federal  employees,  then  here  is  what  George 
Meany,  president  of  the  AFL-CIO  had  to  say 
in  testifying  in  favor  of  this  bill: 

"We  in  the  AFL-CIO  hope  to  be  back  be- 
fore this  committee  in  the  very  near  future, 
urging  adoption  of  a  measure  that  will  in- 
sure genuine  collective  bargaining  for  all  as- 
pects of  employment  for  all  civilian  workers 
of  the  Federal  Government.  We  think  this 
bill  is  only  a  beginning. 

"As  we  see  it,  the  Congress  is  today  pav- 
ing the  way  for  a  new  day  in  Federal  em- 
ployer-employee relationship." 

COLLECTION  OF  UNION  ASSESSMENTS 

One  of  the  interesting  features  that  came 
out  of  the  so-called  postal  strike  negotiations 
is  the  language  in  section  226  of  chapter  2 
governing  the  collection  of  union  dues.  This 
"dues  checkoff"  procedure  under  both  the 
Labor  Management  Relations  Act  and  under 
Executive  Order  11491  on  Federal  employee- 
management  relations  is  limited  to  the  col- 
lection of  "regular  and  periodic  dues."  Under 
H.R.  17070,  however,  the  Postal  Service  will 
collect  not  only  regular  dues,  but  will  col- 
lect from  the  pay  of  the  employees,  "regular 
and  periodic"  union  assessments  and 
initiation  fees  as  well.  Even  in  private  in- 
dustry, labor  organizations  "are  not  given 
such  a  guarantee. 

POSTMASTERS 

The  omissions  of  this  bill  are  as  significant 
as  its  commissions.  For  example,  you  can 
look  in  vain  for  any  language  in  this  legisla- 
tion which,  under  the  new  Postal  Service, 
governs  the  appointment,  qualifications,  or 
residency  of  .postmasters  as  such.  Whether  or 
not  the  office  of  postmaster  will  continue  to 
exist  is  debatable.  If  the  proponents  of  this 
bill  wish  to  install  a  system  of  rotating  "office 
managers,"  then  they  should  tell  us  so  in  so 
many  words. 

UNACCEPTABLE  IN  THIS  FORM 

For  these  and  a  multiplicity  of  other  rea- 
sons this  legislation  is  unacceptable  in  its 
present  form.  Foremost  is  the  new  personnel 
policy  established  which  is  diametrically 
opposed  to  the  history  of  our  competitive 


civil  service  and  it  is  reason  enough  to  re- 
ject the  committee  bill,  H.R.  17070. 

H.  R.  Gross, 
William   L.    Scott. 

SVPPLE MENTAL   VlEWS   OF   CONGRESSMAN 

William  L.  Scott  on  H.R.  17070 
While   I  have  joined   with   my   colleague, 
H.  R.  Gross,  in  minority  views,  I  would  like 
to  add  these  supplemental  comments. 

My  primary  objections  to  the  bill,  H.R. 
17070,  as  reported  by  the  committee  are: 

(1)  The  almost  unlimited  control  given  the 

Postal  Service  over  salaries,  conditions  of 
employment,  postal  rates  and  expenditures 
of  funds  without  any  responsible  control  over 
the  Service  either  by  the  President  or  the 
Congress.  In  my  opinion,  all  Government  of- 
ficials should  be  ultimately  responsible  to 
the  elected  representatives  of  the  citizens. 

(2)  The  probability  that  all  postal  workers 
will  have  to  belong  to  a  union  in  order  to 
retain  their  Government  positions.  Compul- 
sory unionism  for  public  workers  seems  un- 
tenable arid  while  it  may  be  argued  that  sec- 
tion 14(b)  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  would 
apply  to  emDloyees  of  the  Postal  Service,  yet 
the  National  Right  To  Work  Committee  ad- 
vises that  there  are  a  number  of  suits  ques- 
tioning the  validity  of  ri^ht-to-work  laws 
insofar  as  they  relate  to  Federal  employees 
or  persons  employed  on  Feieral  property. 

(3)  Removal  of  more  than  730,000  postal 
employees,  or  roughly  one-quarter  of  all  Fed- 
eral civil  service  workers,  from  the  provisions 
of  the  competitive  civil  service  merit  system. 
It  my  opinion,  the  appointment  and  promo- 
tion of  Federal  employees  through  the  civil 
service  laws  and  regulations  Is  in  the  interest 
of  both  the  employees  and  the  Government. 

When  the  committee  reported  H.R.  4  earl- 
ier this  year,  which  was  another  version  of 
the  administration's  postal  reform  legisla- 
tion I  requested  tbe  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  to  review  the  legis- 
lation from  the  point  of  view  of  emoloyees* 
rights  and  benefits.  There  Is  no  difference, 
in  this  respect,  between  H  R.  4,  as  reported, 
and  H  R.  17070,  as  reported,  other  than  a 
minor  variation  that  bas  to  do  with  work- 
men's compensation.  The  letters  set  forth 
below,  therefore,  are  arbitrable  to  the  lan- 
guage contained  in  H.R.  17070. 

Comptroller  General 

of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  DC,  March  31,  1970. 
Hon.  William  L.  Scott, 
House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Scott:  This  refers  to  your  letter 
of  March  13,  1970,  transmitting  for  our  con- 
sideration a  copy  of  the  postal  reform  bill 
which  was  reported  out  of  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office,  and  Civil  Service,  House  of 
Representatives,  on  March  6,  1970.  Specifi- 
cally, you  request  information  regarding  the 
extent  to  which  the  rights  and  benefits  of 
present  postal  employees  would  be  altered  by 
the  provisions  of  such  bill  if  enacted  into 
law. 

Initially,  we  point  out  that  section  209  of 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  as  proposed  by 
section  102  of  the  bill  provides,  inter  alia, 
that  no  Federal  law  dealing  with  officers  and 
employees  of  the  United  States  shall  apply 
to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  United 


487 


States'  Postal  Service  Authority  except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  title  39  and  except  in- 
sofar as  such  laws  remain  in  force  as  by- 
laws or  regulations  of  the  authority. 

Subsection  801(a)  of  the  proposed  title  39 
provides  that  the  officers  and  employees  of 
the  United  Sttaes  Posal  Service  Authority 
shall  be  in  the  postal  career  service,  which 
shall  be  a  part  of  the  civil  service,  and  that 
appointments  and  promotions  shall  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  procedures  established  by  the 
Authority.  We  believe  the  intent  of  subsec- 
tion 801(a)  is  to  remove  postal  employees 
from  the  competitive  service.  In  the  competi- 
tive service  appointments  and  promotions 
are  based  upon  merit  and  fitness  as  deter- 
mined by  examinations.  See  U.S.C.  3304  and 
3361.  However,  as  stated,  subsection  801(a) 
provides  that  appointments  and  promotions 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  procedures  es- 
tablished by  the  Authority.  It  is  evident, 
therefore,  that  such  personnel  actions  are 
not  to  be  subject  to  the  laws  and  regulations 
governing  the  competitive  service.  Moreover, 
bearing  in  mind  the  language  of  section  209, 
as  discussed  above,  we  note  that  the  provi- 
sions of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  per- 
taining to  the  competitive  service,  are  not 
specifically  made  applicable  to  employees  of 
the  Authority. 

Subsection  801(a)  further  provides  that 
the  provisions  of  chapter  75  of  title  5  shall 
be  applicable  to  employees  of  the  Authority 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  any  collective 
bargaining  agreements  and  subject  to  proce- 
dures established  by  the  Postal  Service  (the 
Authority)  and  approved  by  the  Civil  Service 
Commission.  Chapter  75  of  title  5  encom- 
passes provisions  derived  from  the  Lloyd- 
LaFollette  Act  of  1912  prohibiting  removal 
of  individuals  in  the  competitive  service  ex- 
cept for  cause,  provisions  relating  to  actions 
adverse  to  preference  eligibles,  provisions  re- 
lating to  removal  of  hearing  examiners,  and 
provisions  relating  to  suspension  and  removal 
of  employees  for  reasons  related  to  the  na- 
tional security.  Subsection  801(c)  of  the  pro- 
posed title  39  specifically  adopts  the  veterans 
preference  provisions  of  chapter  75  and  sub- 
section 1251(b)  adopts  the  hearing  examiner 
provisions.  Therefore,  we  assume  that  only 
those  provisions  of  chapter  75  that  are  de- 
rived from  the  Lloyd-LaFollette  Act  prohib- 
iting removals  except  for  cause  (section  7501) 
and  those  concerning  national  security  (sec- 
tions 7531  and  7532)  are  subject  to  collective 
bargaining  agreements  and  procedures  estab- 
lished by  the  Authority  as  provided  in  sub- 
section 801(a). 

With  the  exception  of  the  provisions  of 
title  5  which  were  formerly  known  as  the 
Veterans  Preference  Act  and  of  retirement 
benefits,  which  would  continue  to  be  pro- 
vided under  the  civil  service  retirement  pro- 
gram (chapter  83  of  5  U.S.C),  all  compensa- 
tion, benefits  and  other  terms  and  conditions 
of  employment  would  be  determined  by  the 
Executive  Council  of  the  United  States  Pos- 
tal Service  Authority  through  collective  bar- 
gaining in  accordance  with  section  806.  No 
change  in  those  rights  occur  until  affirmative 
action  is  taken  by  the  Authority.  It  is  not 
possible  to  determine  the  extent  to  which* 
benefits  such  as  leave,  travel,  training,  back 
pay,  etc.,  would  be  affected  by  the  bill. 

With  respect  to  unemployment  compensa- 
tion, compensation  for  injuries  and  death, 
life  and  health  insurance,  subsection  803(c) 
provides  that  the  present  statutory  provisions 


governing  such  benefits  shall  apply  to  em- 
ployees of  the  Authority  unless  varied,  added 
to,  or  substituted  for  pursuant  to  that  sub- 
section. However,  the  subsection  provides 
that  no  variation  in  fringe  benefits  shall  re- 
sult in  a  program  which,  on  the  whole,  is  less 
favorable  to  the  employees  than  that  in  ef- 
fect on  the  date  the  Authority  commences 
operation.  Although  the  bill  provides  for  em- 
ployee protection  through  collective  bargain- 
ing agreements  and  sets  forth  procedures  for 
the  settlement  of  disputes,  we  note  that  it 
does  not  contain  any  minimum  requirements 
for  compensation  such  as  for  fringe  benefits 
but,  rather,  provides  only  for  comparability 
with  the  non-Federal  sector.  See  section  805 
of  title  39  as  proposed. 

Under  subsection  803(d)  any  employee  of 
the  Post  Office  Department  on  the  effective 
date  of  that  section  would  be  eligible  to 
transfer  to  any  position  within  the  Govern- 
ment which  is  open  and  for  which  he  i3 
qualfied.  The  subsecton  places  no  time  limit 
on  such  transfers.  Compare  subsection  803(d) 
of  H.R.  11750,  91st  Congress,  which  provides 
for  a  one-year  period  on  trasfer  eligibility. 

In  summary,  it  appears  that  very  few  of 
the  statutory  provisions  presently  applicable 
to  postal  employees  would  continue  to  be 
mandatorily  applicable  to  them  under  the  bill 
In  question.  Generally,  however,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bill  are  designed  to  afford  postal 
employees  benefits  and  protections  no  less 
than  they  presently  enjoy. 
Sincerely  yours, 

R.  F.  Keller, 
Assistant  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States. 

April   17,  1970. 
Hon.  William  L.  Scott, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Bill:  We  received  the  House  com- 
mittee print  on  postal  reform  which  you  sent 
us.  In  line  with  your  request,  we  focused  on 
the  effect  the  proposed  bill  would  have  on 
the  status  of  career  service  employees  and 
what  changes  would  take  place  in  the  rights 
and  protections  they  now  have  in  the  event 
the  bill  is  enacted  into  law. 

Employees  of  the  Post  Office  Department, 
with  the  exception  of  the  nine  presidential 
appointees  at  headquarters,  would  auto- 
matically become  employees  of  the  new 
Postal  Service  Authority.  Any  of  these  em- 
ployees serving  under  a  career  or  career-con- 
ditional appointment,  as  well  as  any  other 
employee  with  the  same  kind  of  appointment 
who  moves  to  the  Authority  later  on,  would 
retain  his  eligibility  to  return  to  the  com- 
petitive service  in  any  position  for  which  he 
qualifies  and  for  which  an  agency  wishes  to 
hire  him. 

With  respect  to  changes  in  the  rights  and 
protections  afforded  employees,  nonveterans 
who  now  have  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  in  an  adverse  action 
would  no  longer  have  that  right.  The  Au- 
thority is  required,  however,  subject  to  col- 
lective bargaining  agreements,  to  establish 
procedures  which  would  assure  its  employ- 
ees of  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  before  ad- 
verse actions  are  taken  against  them. 

Additionally,  employees  of  the  Authority 
may  have  lesser  reemployment  rights  than 
other  Federal  employees  on  returning  frcm 
military  service  The  new  section  801(c)  pro- 
vides that   insofar   as  reemployment   rights 
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after  military  service  are  concerned,  employ- 
ees of  the  Authority  shall  be  entitled  to  them 
to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner 
as  employees  in  the  private  sector.  This 
means  that  if  circumstances  in  the  Postal 
Service  change  to  such  an  extent  that  it  is 
considered  impossible  or  unreasonable  for . 
the  Authority  to  reemploy  a  veteran,  he' 
would  not  come  under  the  provision  of  law 
that'  lets  the  Civil  Service  Commission  direct 
placement  in  another  Federal  agency.  Fur- 
ther, the  postal  employee  would  no  longer  be 
entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Commission's 
regulations  under  the  Military  Selective  Serv- 
ice Act  of  1967  (including  the  right  to  be 
considered  for  promotion  in  absentia  and 
the  right  of  appeal  to  the  Commission  when 
an   employee   claims   improper   restoration) . 

It  should  be  noted  that  there  are  some 
questions  about  the  rights  of  veterans  in 
adverse  actions  that  would  have  to  be  re- 
solved if  the  proposed  legislation  is  enacted 
in  its  present  form.  On  the  one  hand,  the 
new  section  801(c)  provides  that  the  provi- 
sions of  title  5  formerly  known  as  the  Vet- 
erans' Preference  Act  shall  apply  to  the 
Postal  Service.  On  the  other  hand,  the  new- 
section  801(b)  provides  that  the  Authority 
has  the  right,  consistent  with  the  Labor- 
Management  Relations  Act  of  1917,  as 
amended,  and  chapter  11  of  title  29,  United 
States  Code  (the  Labor  Management  Report- 
ing and  Disclosure  Act  of  1959), *ind  consist- 
ent with  applicable  laws,  regulations,  and 
collective-bargaining  agreements  to  sus- 
pend, demote,  discharge,  or  take  ether  dis- 
ciplinary action  against  employees. 

The  reason  a  question  arises  is  that  sec- 
tion 14  of  the  former  Veterans'  Preference 
Act  not  only  prescribed  the  procedures  to  be 
followed  In  adverse  actions  (now  chapter  75 
of  title  5)  but  also  provided  that  an  agency 
may  take  adverse  action  against  a  preference 
eligible  only  after  appropriate  notice  for 
such  cause  as  will  promote  the  efficiency  of 
the  service.  Section  14  also  provided  for  ap- 
peal to  the  Civil  S*ervice  Commission  (now 
chapter  77  of  title  5). 

Similar  questions  woutd  have  to  be  re- 
solved in  the  matter  of  releasing  employees 
when  reductions  in  work  force  occur.  Under 

section  12  of  the  former  Veterans'  Preference 
Act  (now  subchapter  I  of  chapter  35  ol  title 
5),  the  method  of  releasing  employees  in  a 
reduction  in  force  is  established  by  the  terms 
of  the  act  and  the  Commission's  regulations 
issued  thereunder.  But  this  is  another  area 
that  would  appear  to  be  subject  to  collective 
bargaining  agreement  under  the  proposed 
legislation. 

I  hope  the  information  provided  will  be 
useful  to  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  E.  Hampton, 

Chairman,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

In  my  opinion  this  measure  should  either 
be  recommitted  to  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  to  be  revised  in  the  afore- 
said manner  or  be  defeated. 

William  L.  Scott. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  SCOTT.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  believe  that  a  careful  study, 
whether  conducted  by  congressional 
committees  or  a  specially  created  com- 
mission, will  find  many  defects  in  the 
present  operation  of  the  Postal  Service, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  ii  is  time  for 


us  to  return  legislative  oversight  to  the 
Congress  and  administrative  responsibil- 
ity for  the  operation  of  the  post  office 
to  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  engrossment  of  the  amend- 
ments and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Clark)  , 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Crans- 
ton) ,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Cul- 
ver), the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke),  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
(Mr.  Haskell)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington (Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Tunney) 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  (Mr. 
Clark)  ,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Tunney),  and  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  (Mr.  Culver)  wouldeach  vote 
"yea." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Brock) 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole) 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  is  ab- 
sent on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Garn)  is  absent  due  to  a 
death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,   the   Senator   from   Utah    (Mr. 

Garn)  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  (Mr.  Thurmond)  would  each 
vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  79, 
nays  9,  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No.  524  Leg.] 

YEAS— 79 

Allen 

Gravel 

Nelson 

Baker 

Griffin 

Nunn 

Bartlett 

Hansen 

Packwood 

Bayh 

Hart,  Garv 

Pastore 

Beall 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Pearson 

Bellmon 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Bentsen 

Hathaway 

Percy 

Biden 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Brooke 

Huddleston 

Randolph 

Buckley 

Humphrey 

Ribicoff 
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Bumpers 

Inouye 

Roth 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Byrd, 

Javits 

Scott,  Hugh 

Harry  F., 

Jr.    Johnston 

Sparkman 

Byrd,  Robert  C.  Kennedy 

Stafford 

Cannon 

Leahy 

Stennis 

Case 

Long 

Stevens 

Chiles 

Mathias 

Stevenson 

Church 

McClellan 

Stone 

Curtis 

McGee 

Symington 

Domenici 

McGovern 

Taft 

Durkin 

Mclntyre 

Talmadge 

Eagleton 

Metcalf 

Tower 

Eastland 

Montoya 

Weicker 

Fong 

Morgan 

Williams 

Ford 

Moss 

Young 

Glenn 

Muskie 

NAYS— 9 

Abourezk 

Hollings 

Scott, 

Fannin 

Laxalt 

William  L 

Goldwater 

Mansfield 

Helms 

McCiure 

NOT  VOTING  - 

-12 

Brock 

Dole 

Magnuson 

Clark 

Garn 

Mondale 

Cranston 

Hartke 

Thurmond 

Culver 

Haskell 

Tunney 

So  the  bill  <H.R.  8603'.  as  amended, 
was  passed. 
Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President.  I  move  to 


reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  be  authorized  to  make 
technical  and  clerical  corrections  in  the 
engrossment  of  the  amendments  to  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend- 
ments to  the  bill,  request  a  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives  there- 
on, and  that  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate  be  appointed  by  the  Chair. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  McGee, 
Mr.  Randolph,  Mr.  Burdick,  Mr.  Fong, 
and  Mr.  Stevens  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 
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In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 

August  24   (legislative  day,  August  23),  1976. 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
(H.R.  8603)  entitled  "An  Act  to  amend  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  with  respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial  matters  of 
the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion, and  for  other  purposes",  do  pass  with  the  following 

AMENDMENT: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 
That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1976". 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  2401(b)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3). 

(b)  Section  2401  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections: 

11  (d)(1)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Postal  Service  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  to  be  applied 
against  the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal 
Service  as  of  September  30,  1976. 

"(2)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal 
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Service  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  to  be  applied  against  the 
accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service  as 
of  September  30,  1977. 

"(e)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
appropriation  of  the  funds  under  subsection  (d)(1)  and 
ending  on  the  date  on  which  the  Commission  on  Postal 
Service  is  required  to  transmit  the  final  report  required 
under  section  7(f)(1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of 
Congress,  the  Postal  Service  shall  not — 

"(1)  have  in  effect  any  permanent  or  temporary 
rate  of  postage  or  fee  for  postal  services  exceeding  the 
rates  and  fees  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976; 

11  (2)  provide  levels  and  types  of  postal  services 
which  are  less  than  the  levels  and  types  of  services 
provided  on  Julyl,  1976; 

"(3)  close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more  families 
.   regularly  receive  their  mail  and  which  was  providing 
service  on  July  1, 1976;  or 

"(4)  close  any  post  office  where  fewer  than  35 
families  receive  their  mail  and  ivhich  was  providing 
service  on  Julyl,  1976,  unless  the  Postal  Service  receives 
the  written  consent  of  at  least  60  percent  of  the  regular 
patrons  of  such  office  who  are  at  least  18  years  of  age. 
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"(f)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the 
appropriation  of  the  funds  under  subsection  (d)(1)  and 
ending  on  the  date  on  which  the  Commission  on  Postal 
Semice  is  required  to  transmit  the  final  report  required 
under  section  7(f)(1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of 
Congress,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or 
curbline  delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other 
than  apartment  building  addresses)  to  which  service  is  begun 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1976. 

"(g)  In  requesting  amounts  to  be  appropriated  under 
this  section,  the  Postal  Service  shall  present  to  the  Commit- 
tees on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  and  the  Committees 
on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives sufficient  copies  of  the  budget  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are  requested  to  be 
appropriated,  and  a  comprehensive  statement  relating  to 
the  following  matters: 

"(1)  the  plans,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the 
Postal  Service  designed  to  comply  with  all  of  the  pro- 
visions of  section  101  of  this  title; 

"(2)  postal  operations  generally,  including  data  on 
the  speed  and  reliability  of  service  provided  for  the 
various  classes  of  mail  and  types  of  mail  service,  mail 

78-286   O  -  76  -  32 
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volume,  productivity,  trends  in  postal  operations,  and 
analyses  of  the  impact  of  internal  and  external  factors 
upon  the  Postal  Service; 

"(3)  estimates  of  the  total  expenditures  and  obliga- 
tions incurred  or  to  be  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service 
for  the  most  recent  fiscal  year  for  which  information  is 
available  and  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are 
requested  to  be  appropriated,  and  the  means  by  which 
these  estimated  expenses  will  be  financed;  and 

"(4)  such  other  matters  as  the  committees  may  de- 
termine necessary  to  insure  that  the  Congress  is  fully  and 
currently  consulted  and  informed  on  postal  operations, 
plans,  and  policies. 

"(h)  The  Postal  Service  shall  request  an  opportunity 
to  appear  before  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committees 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  to  present 
testimony  and  respond  to  questions  with  respect  to  such 
budget  and  statement.  Upon  receipt  of  such  request,  each 
such  committee  shall  take  such  action  as  it  considers  appro- 
priate and  shall  advise  the  Postal  Service  of  such  action, 
"(i)  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the  appro- 
priation of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section 
may  not  be  deemed  a  failure  of  appropriations.  The  failure 
of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of  any  part  of 
the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  shall  not   relieve   the 
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Postal  Service  from  the  responsibility  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (e),  (f),  and  (g)  of  this  section. 

"(j)  The  rates  established  under  chapter  36  of  this  title 
for  zone-rated  parcels  formerly  entered  under  former  chap- 
ter 67  of  this  title  shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than 
the  rates  for  such  mail  would  be  if  the  funds  authorized  under 
subsection  (d)  of  this  section  were  not  appropriated  " . 

(c)  Section  2003  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section, 
any  amounts  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  under  sub- 
section (d)  of  section  2401  of  this  title  and  deposited  into  the 
Fund  shall  be  expended  by  the  Postal  Service  only  for 
the  purposes  provided  in  such  subsection." . 

Sec.  3.   (a)  Section  3601  of  title  39,   United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§3601.  Establishment. 

"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an  independent 
establishment  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States.  The  Commission  is  composed  of  5  Com- 
missioners, appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  shall 
be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications  and 
may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more 
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than  3  of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same 
political  party. 

"(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the 
expiration  of  his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except 
that  a  Commissioner  may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for  more 
than  1  year  after  the  date  upon  which  his  term  otherwise 
would  expire  under  section  3602  of  this  title. 

"(c)  One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as 
Chairman  by,  and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chairman  at 
the  pleasure  of,  the  President. 

"(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  desig- 
nate a  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chair- 
man shall  act  as  Chairman  of  the  Commission  in  the  absence 
of  the  Chairman.11 . 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of 
the  Postal  Pate  Commission  holding  office  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such  provisions  shall 
apply  to  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner  occurring 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  when  such  Com- 
missioner has  served  at  least  2  years. 

Sec.  4.  Section  3604  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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"§  3604,  Administration. 

"(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
shall  be  the  principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission. 
The  Chairman  shall  exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the 
executive  and  administrative  functions  of  the  Commission, 
including  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  (1) 
the  appointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the  Commis- 
sion, except  that  the  appointment  of  the  heads  of  major 
administrative  units  under  the  Commission  shall  require  the 
approval  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Commission, 
(2)  the  supervision  of  the  personnel  employed  under  the 
Commission  and  the  distribution  of  business  among  them  and 
among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the  use  and  expenditure 
of  funds. 

"(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this 
section,  the  Chairman  shall  be  governed  by  the  general  poli- 
cies of  the  Commission. 

"(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  sup- 
plies as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  the  Commission  to  carry 
out  its  functions.  Any  officer  or  employee  appointed  under 
this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates  of  compensation  and  shall 
be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee  benefits  established 
under  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title,  as  appropriate. 

"(d)(1)    The    Commission   shall  periodically  prepare 
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and  submit  to  the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commis- 
sion's expenses,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  expenses  for 
facilities,  supplies,  compensation,  and  employee  benefits.  The 
budget  shall  be  considered  approved — 

"(A)  as  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in 

accordance  with  subparagraph  (B)  of  this  paragraph; 

or 

"(B)   as  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office, 

by  unanimous  written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount 

of  money  requested  in  the  budget. 
Subparagraph  (B)  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  the 
Governors  to  adjust  any  item  included  within  the  budget. 

"(2)  Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved 
under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  Postal  Service  Fund  established  under  section  2003 
of  this  title. 

"(e)  The  provisions  of  section  410  and  chapter  10  of 
this  title  shall  apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate" '. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 
(d)  and  by  inserting  immediately  after  subsection  (b)  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  in  any  case  in  ivhich  the  Postal  Service  makes  a 
request  under  section  3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended 


499 

decision  by  the  Commission  on  changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of 
postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  services  the  Commission 
shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors 
under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months 
after  receiving  any  such  request  from  the  Postal  Service. 

"(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines 
that  the  Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  considera- 
tion of  a  request  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section 
3622  by  failing  to  respond  within  a  reasonable  time  to  any 
lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the  Commission  may  extend 
the  10-month  period  described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not 
apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recom- 
mended decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to 
proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for  postal 
services,  requested  on  September  18,  1975,  by  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which  bears  or  which  at 
any  time  has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate  Commission 
Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Sec.  6.   (a)  Section  3641  of  title  39,   United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes. 

"(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
fails  to  transmit  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates 
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of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal  services  to  the  Governors  in 
accordance  with  section  3624(c)  of  this  title,  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice may  establish  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage  and 
in  fees  for  postal  services  in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
changes  under  consideration  by  the  Commission.  Such  tem- 
porary changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal 
Service  may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes 
may  take  effect  only  after  10  days*  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

"(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the 
Postal  Service  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed 
such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  for  sufficient  revenues  to 
assure  that  the  total  estimated  income,  including  appropria- 
tions, of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  be 
equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b), 
the  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary  rate 
for  a  class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  serv- 
ice which  is  more  than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  requested 
for  such  class  or  postal  service  by  the  Postal  Service  under 
section  3622  of  this  title. 

"(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in 
fees  for  postal  service  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this 
section  shall  remain  in  effect  no  longer  than  150  days  after 
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the  date  on  which  the  Commission  transmits  its  recom- 
mended decision  to  the  Governors  under  section  3624(d)  of 
this  title,  unless  such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by  the 
Governors  before  the  expiration  of  such  period. 

(((e)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit 
to  the  Governors  within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has 
submitted,  or  within  30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  re- 
submitted, to  the  Commission  a  request  for  a  recommended 
decision  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classification  schedule  (after 
such  schedule  is  established  under  section  3623  of  this  title), 
the  Postal  Service,  upon  10  days'  notice  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister, may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  the  mail 
classification  schedule  in  accordance  with  proposed  changes 
under  consideration  by  the  Commission.  Any  temporary 
change  shall  be  effective  for  a  period  ending  not  later  than 
30  days  after  the  Commission  has  transmitted  its  recom- 
mended decision  to  the  Governors. 

"(f)  If,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders 
a  matter  returned  to  the  Commission  for  further  considera- 
tion, the  Postal  Service,  with  the  consent  of  the  Commission, 
may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  rates  of  postage, 
and  fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail  classification 
schedule!'. 

(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with 
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respect  to  the  recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission relating  to  proposed  changes  in  rates  of  postage  and 
in  fees  for  postal  services  requested  on  September  18,  1975, 
by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which  bears 
or  which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under  Postal  Rate 
Commission  Docket  Number  R76-1. 

-  (2)  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day 
before  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to 
any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Postal  Service 
pursuant  to  its  request  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  dated 
September  18,  1975,  for  a  recommended  decision,  bearing 
Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Sec.  7.  (a)(1)  There  is  hereby  established  the  Com- 
mission on  Postal  Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred 
to  as  the  "Commission" ).  The  Commission  shall  be  composed 
of  12  members,  to  be  selected  as  follows: 

(A)  4  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  of  whom  one  shall  be  appointed  as  Chairman; 

(B)  3  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of 
the  Senate,  of  whom  one  shall  be  an  individual  who  is  a 

\     member  of  the  work  force  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service; 

(C)  3  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
..    Representatives,   of  whom  one  shall  be  an  individual 
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who  is  a  member  of  the  work  force  of  the  United  States 
Postal  Service; 

(D)  the  Postmaster  General  of  the  United  States, 
ex  officio;  and 

(E)  the  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commissiont 
ex  officio. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  appointed 
within  15  days  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act 

(3)  Any  vacancy  in  the-  Commission  shall  not  affect  its 
powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  original 
appointment. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study  the  prob- 
lems facing  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  recommend 
actions  to  be  taken  to  resolve  those  problems.  The  Commission 
shall  not  be  limited  to  any  particular  subject  areas  for  con- 
sideration but  the  Commission  shall  consider  the  desirability 
and  feasibility  of  allowing — 

(1)  the  carriage  of  mail  by  private  express  or 
carrier,  and 

(2)  a  private  carrier  of  mail  to  deposit  any  mailable 
matter  in  any  letter  box  established,  approved,  or  ac- 
cepted by  the  Postal  Service. 

(c)(1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  its  functions  under 
this  section,  the  Commission  may  sit  and  act  at  such  times 
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and  places  and  receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as  it 
considers  advisable. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly  from  any  de- 
partment or  agency  of  the  United  States  information  and 
assistance  necessary  to  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section. 
Each  department  or  agency  is  authorized  and  directed,  to  the 
extent  permitted  by  law  and  ivitfiin  the  limits  of  available 
funds,  to  furnish  information  and  assistance  to  the  Com- 
mission. 

(3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commission^  any  mem- 
ber or  agent  of  the  Commission  may  take  any  action  which 
the  Commission  is  authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

(4)  All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences,  or  other  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the  chairmen 
of  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  or  their  des- 
ignees and  reasonable  iiotice  of  such  meetings  or  hearings 
shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their  designees. 

(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  mem^ 
bers  of  the  Commission  each  shall  receive  as  compensation 
the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect 
for  Grade  GS-18  for  each  day  (including  traveltime)  dur- 
ing tvhich  they  are  engaged  in  the'  actual  performance  of 
duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(2)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  full-time  offi- 
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cers  or  employees  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no  addi- 
tional pay  on  account  of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(3)  While  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of 
business  in  the  performance  of  service  for  the  Commission, 
members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner 
as  persons  employed  intermittently  in  the  Government  serv- 
ice are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

(e)  The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the  compen- 
sation of  such  personnel  as  it  considers  advisable  without 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  gov- 
erning appointments  in  the  competitive  service,  and  such 
personnel  may  be  paid  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
chapter  51  and  subchapter  111  of  chapter  53  of  such  title 
relating  to  classification  and  General  Schedule  pay  rates, 
but  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by 
the  General  Schedule.  The  Commission  may  procure  the 
services  of  experts  and  consultants  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 3109  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  but  at  rates  for 
individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalent  of  the  annual 
rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate  authorized 
by  the  General  Schedule. 

(f)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  President 
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and  to  each  House  of  the  Congress  a  final  report  containing  a 
detailed  statement  of  its  findings  and  recommendations,  to- 
gether with  any  individual  views,  on  or  before  February  15, 
1977. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  not  be  required  to  obtain 
the  clearance  of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal 
of  its  report. 

(g)  The  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist  60  days  after 
the  transmission  of  its  final  report  under  subsection  (f)  and 
all  offices  and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 

(h)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Postal  Service  Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  without  fiscal  year  limitation,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Commission  shall  be  paid 
out  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 

r:  Sec.  8.  Section  3623(b)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "Postal  Service1  the  second 
time  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
^Governors'. 

V,  .  Sec.  9.  (a)  Section  404  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before  "Without" 
and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)(1)   The  Postal  Service,  prior  to  making  a  deter- 
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urination  under  subsection  (a)(3)  as  to  the  necessity  for  the 
closing  or  consolidation  of  any  post  office,  shall  provide 
adequate  notice  of  its  intention  to  close  or  consolidate  such 
post  office  at  least  60  days  prior  to  the  proposed  date  of  such 
closing  or  consolidation  to  persons  served  by  such  post  office 
to  insure  that  such  persons  will  have  crn  opportunity  to 
present  their  views. 

"(2)  The  Postal  Service,  in  making  a  determination 
whether  or  not  to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office,  shall 
consider — 

"(A)   the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  on 
the  community  served  by  such  post  office; 

"(B)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  on 
employees  of  the  Postal  Service  employed  at  such  office; 
"(C)  whether  such  closing  or  consolidation  is  con- 
sistent with  the  policy  of  the  Government,  as  stated  in 
section  101(b)  of  this  title,  that  the  Postal  Service  shall 
provide  a  maximum  degree  of  effective  and  regular 
postal  services  to  rural  areas,  communities,  and  small 
towns  where  post  offices  are  not  self-sustaining; 

"(D)    the  economic  savings  to   the   Postal  Service 
resulting  from  such  closing  or  consolidation;  and 

"(E)    such    othei*   factors    as    the    Postal    Service 
determines  are  necessary. 
"(3)  Any  determination  of  the  Postal  Service  to  dose 
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or  consolidate  a  post  office  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  in- 
clude the  findings  of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the 
considerations  required  to  be  made  under  paragraph  (2). 
Such  determination  and  finding  shall  be  made  available  to 
persons  served  by  such  post  office. 

"(4)  The  Postal  Service  shall  take  no  action  to  close 
or  consolidate  a  post  office  until  60  days  after  its  written 
determination  is  made  available  to  persons  served  by  such 
post  office. 

"(5)  A  det elimination  of  the  Postal  Service  to  close  or 
consolidate  any  post  office  may  be  appealed  to  any  court  of 
appeals  of  the  .United  States  within  30  days  after  such  deter- 
mination is  made  available  to  persons  served  by  such  post 
office  under  paragraph  (3).  The  court  shall  review  such 
determination  on  the  basis  of  the  record  before  the  Postal 
Service  in  the  making  of  such  determination.  The  court  shall 
hold  unlawful  and  set  aside  any  determination,  findings,  and 
conclusions  found  to  be — 

"(A)  arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion, 

or  otherwise  not  in  accordance  with  the  law; 

"(B)  without  observance  of  procedure  required  by 

law;  or 

"(C)    unsupported  by  substantial  evidence  on  the 

record. 
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The  court  may  affirm  the  determination  or  order  that  the 
entire  matter  be  returned  for  further  consideration,  but  the 
court  may  not  modify  the  determination.  The  court  may 
suspend  the  effectiveness  of  the  determination  until  final  dis- 
position of  the  suit  by  the  court/'. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  section  shall  take  effect 
on  the  day  after  the  date  on  which  the  Commission  on  Postal 
Service  transmits  its  final  report  under  section  7(f)(1)  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  10.  Section  3401(b)(1)(B)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  "15  pounds"  and 
"60  inches'  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  "70  pounds"  and 
"100  inches" ,  respectively. 
Attest: 


Secretary. 


78-286   O  -  76  -  33 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


August  26,  1976 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  8603,  POSTAL  REORGANIZA- 
TION ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1975 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with 
respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service 
and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend- 
ments thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  con- 
ference asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  intention 
to  offer  a  motion  to  instruct  the  con- 
ferees before  their  appointment  to  ad- 
here to  the  House  position  as  adopted 
by  the  House  on  the  postal  reform  bill 
last  October  on  two  specific  amendments 
that  were  adopted;  namely,  my  amend- 
ment which  requires  the  Postal  Service 
to  come  to  Congress  for  an  annual  au- 
thorization and  an  annual  appropriation 
and;  two,  the  Buchanan  amendment 
which  requires  Presidential  appointment 
and  Senate  confirmation  of  the  Post- 
master General  and  his  Chief  Deputy. 

On  Tuesday,  the  Senate  passed  a  post- 
al bill  that  passes  the  postal  buck  to 
the  next  Congress. 

This  is  not  a  do-nothing  Congress,  but 
it  may  be  a  pass-the-buck  Congress. 

The  Senate  bill  fails  to  include  the 
House-passed  amendments: 

First.  To  require  annual  authorization 
and  appropriation  for  the  Postal  Service; 

Second.  Fails  to  require  Presidential 
appointment  and  Senate  confirmation  of 
the  Postmaster  General  and  Chief  Dep- 
uty; 

No  matter  who  you  are:  "Butcher, 
baker,  candlestick  maker,  rich  man,  poor 
man,  beggar  man,  thief,"  everyone  needs 
an  efficient  mail  service  and  unless  the 
Congress  exercises  its  responsibility  the 
Postal  Service  will  collapse  because  the 
American  taxpayer  will  not  continue  to 
tolerate  the  wastes,  favoritism,  ineffi- 
ciency and  excesses  of  the  Washington 
postal  establishment  that  has  charac- 
terized its  6  years  of  operation. 

The  Washington  postal  establishment 
has  doubled  its  own  bureaucracy  while 
cutting  back  the  work  force  and  service. 

The  mismanagement  of  the  Postal 
Service  has  produced  a  loss  of  revenues, 
an  increase  in  postal  rates,  and  a  re- 
duction in  service. 


Despite  the  fact  that  investigations 
conducted  by  the  Postal  Facilities,  Mail 
and  Labor  Management  Subcommittee 
and  other  congressional  committees  have 
consistently  revealed  glaring  evidence  of 
misjudgments  by  top-level  postal  man- 
agement, and  despite  ever-rising  public 
dissatisfaction  with  deteriorating  serv- 
ice, the  so-called  McGee  compromise  ver- 
sion of  H.R.  8603  currently  being  de- 
bated by  the  Senate  has  removed  all  ac- 
countability requirements. 

POSTAL    SERVICE    FAVORITISM 

First.  Forty-four  percent  of  dollar 
value  of  USPS  procurement  contracts  in 
fiscal  year  1974  were  noncompetitive,  re- 
sulting in  cost  overruns  of  $30.6  million. 

Second.  Over  $6  million  in  cost  over- 
runs are  on  four  contracts  awarded  to  a 
former  Postmaster  General;  $830,000  in 
cost  overruns  are  on  contracts  awarded  to 
a  crony  of  a  former  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral; and 

Third.  The  amount  of  $23,000  was  paid 
by  a  large  postal  customer  to  a  member 
of  the  sitting  Board  of  Governors  for 
consultative  services. 

POSTAL    SERVICE    WASTE 

First.  USPS  has  spent  as  much  as  $732 
per  day  for  consultative  services;  another 
consultant  is  receiving  $600  per  day;  two 
others  receive  $500  per  day; 

Second.  USPS  spent  almost  $1  million 
to  produce  a  coloring  book  to  teach  chil- 
dren to  address  and  stamp  an  envelope; 
and 

Third.  USPS,  as  part  of  a  $5  million 
advertising  campaign,  engaged  in  an  ex- 
tensive media  push  to  encourage  people 
to  use  air  mail  in  1972,  only  to  tell  us  in 
1975  that  they  are  doing  away  with  the 
air  mail  designation  since  the  mail  does 
not  arrive  any  faster. 

POSTAL  SERVICE  INEFFICIENCY 

First.  USPS  has  committed  $43.4  mil- 
lion in  contracting  costs  on  equipment 
that  is  not  suitable  for  production;  will 
cost  to  2  to  30  times  more  than  existing 
systems;  and  will  result  in  no  substantial 
manpower  savings. 

Second.  Without  consideration  of  re- 
cruitment in-house  or  through  civil  serv- 
ice, USPS  instituted  an  executive  recruit- 
ment program  totaling  $660,000  in  con- 
tractual costs  to  fill  78  positions,  or  an 
average  cost  of  more  than  $8,400  per  in- 
dividual hired;  and 

Third.  Mechanization  in  USPS  has  ac- 
tually increased  the  quantity  of  missent 
mail.  GAO  reports  show  that  operators 
of  letter  sorting  machines  keyed  9.1  per- 
cent of  the  mail  incorrectly.  Even  after 
screening,  3.6  percent  of  the  mail  be- 
tween States  was  missent  due  to  incor- 
rect keying  and  machine  error.  An  addi- 
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tional  3.1  percent  of  the  mail  sent  be- 
tween States  was  missent  because  cor- 
rectly keyed  mail  was  mishandled  after 
sorting.  Missent  mail  was  delayed  an  av- 
erage of  3  days  beyond  delivery  standards 
because  no  effort  was  made  to  remove  it 
from  the  normal  processing  system. 

In  August  of  1970,  President  Nixon 
signed  into  law  the  new  Postal  Service. 
At  the  time,  the  Congress  provided: 

A  $10  billion  capital  improvement  fund 
to  update  the  physical  plant; 

A  sum  of  $920  million  annually  as  a 
public  service  subsidy  to  keep  the  small 
post  offices  open;  and 

An  annual  subsidy  for  the  magazines, 
newspapers,  et  cetera  which  amounts  to 
$307  million. 

In  spite  of  this  financial  assistance,  the 
Postal  Service  has  gone  from  assets  of 
$3.4  billion  in  1970  to  an  estimated  deficit 
of  $4.5  billion  by  the  end  of  fiscal  1977. 
The  U.S.  Postal  Service  is  fiat  broke,  and 
on  the  verge  of  collapse. 

The  problem  is  not  really  financial,  it 
is  managerial.  We  have  watched  the  dis- 
mantling of  the  Postal  Service  over  the 
objection  of  the  people,  and  the  Congress 
so  far  is  unwilling  to  do  anything  about 
it.  On  October  1975,  the  House  by  a  vote 
of  289  to  124  recognized  the  crisis  by 
stating  categorically  that  it  would  not 
approve  any  further  moneys  for  the 
Postal  Service  without  an  accounting 
and  annual  authorization.  After  this 
vote,  the  House  leadership  succeeded  in 
getting  the  bill  back  into  commitee,  but 
when  reported  out  with  provisions  simi- 
lar to  the  Senate  bill,  the  House  again 
insisted  on  the  appointment  of  the  Post- 
master General  and  annual  authoriza- 
tion. 

I  believe  the  proper  course  of  action 
is  for  the  House  to  insist  on  its  amend- 
ments to  require  annual  authorization 
and  appropriation  for  the  USPS  and  to 
require  Presidential  appointment  and 
Senate  confirmation  of  the  PMG  and  the 
Chief  Deputy. 

Congress  will  not  permit  the  USPS  to 
collapse.  We  can  enact  a  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  providing  a  $500  mil- 
lion subsidy  ending  February  15,  1977. 
Then  we  will  have  answered  the  cries 
of  the  American  people  for  postal  re- 
form by  establishing  a  date  certain  to 
resolve  this  problem. 

Every  taxpayer  should  take  a  good 
look  at  this  vote  to  table:  a  "yes"  vote  is 
to  give  a  blank  check  to  the  PS  and  a 
continuation  of  the  excesses  of  the  past 
6  years;  a  "no"  vote  is  for  oversight  of 
Congress'  accountability  to  the  Ameri- 
can people. 

Further  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  have  a  question  to  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service,  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Henderson).  Is  it  the  gen- 
tleman's intention  to  offer  a  motion  to 


table  immediately  following  my  offering 
of  a  motion  to  instruct?  Further,  is  it 
the  gentleman's  understanding  that  in  so 
doing  he  would  cut  off  all  debate,  which 
would  preclude  a  discussion  of  this  mat- 
ter? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  for  the  pur- 
pose of  answering  my  question. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

In  response  to  the  gentleman's  ques- 
tion, under  the  rules  it  would  be  in  order, 
and  I  will  offer  a  motion  to  table  the  gen- 
tleman's motion  to  instruct  the  con- 
ferees. If  it  is  the  will  of  the  House  that 
It  be  tabled,  the  gentleman's  conclusion 

is  right  that  there  would  be  no  further 
debate. 

If  it  is  not,  then  there  would  be  de- 
bate on  the  gentleman's  motion,  with 
the  time  being  controlled  by  the  gen- 
tleman, and  then  the  vote  would  occur 
on  whether  the  House  would  instruct  its 
conferees. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  is  it  his  opinion  as  chairman 
of  the  committee  that  this  is  such  an 
insignificant  matter  that  it  deserves  no 
debate  in  the  House  of  Representatives? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Will  the  gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman for  the  purpose  of  answering  my 
question. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  the  issue  before  the  House  is  a  clear 
one,  and  that  is  simply  whether  it  is 
going  to  instruct  its  conferees  and  thus 
tie  their  hands  before  they  are  even  able 
to  sit  down  with  the  Senate  conferees 
and  attempt  to  rosolve  and  get  to  our 
differences. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  not 
so,  I  ask  the  chairman,  that  the  Senate 
bill  would  provide  an  open  end  appro- 
priation to  the  P>.*stal  Service  for  a  peri- 
od of  time  beginning  on  enactment  and 
ending  in  September  of  1977  for  $1  bil- 
lion without  the  Postal  Service  having 
to  account  to  this  Congress  for  the 
spending  of  those  funds? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  It  is  the  under- 
standing of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  that  there  is  $1  billion  author- 
ized by  the  Senate  bill,  but  that  will  be 
a  matter  that  will  be  subject  to  the  con- 
ference and  maintaining  the  position  of 
the  House  in  all  respects  will  be  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  House  conferees. 
There  was  no  such  authorization  in  the 
House  legislation. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  is  it  not 
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the  law  under  section  2004  of  the  Postal 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970  that  such 
funds  have  already  been  authorized  and 
merely  need  an  appropriation  from  the 
Congress? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  for  the  pur- 
pose of  answering  my  question. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  The  gentleman  has 
asked  for  a  legal  interpretation  of  law 
that  the  chairman  of  the  committee  at 
this  time  is  not  prepared  to  answer.  I  am 
aware  that  there  are  varying  interpreta- 
tions of  that  provision. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  advise 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  that  un- 
der section  2004  of  the  Postal  Reorgani- 
zation Act  of  1970,  an  open  end  authori- 
zation has  been  enacted  into  law  which 
requires  only  that  the  Postal  Service  come 
to  Congress  for  an  appropriation  when 
such  funds  are  needed  in  order  to  pro- 
vide financial  assistance  to  that  Inde- 
pendent agency. 

And  further  reserving  the  right  to  ob- 
ject, Mr.  Speaker,  does  not  the  chairman 

of  the  committee  realize  that  the  Ameri- 
can people  are  so  dissatisfied  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  Postal  Service  has 
been  mismanaged  over  the  last  6  years 
that  this  is  such  an  important  matter 
that  it  deserves  some  debate  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  order 
that  we  can  get  this  issue  out  so  that 
every  Member  can  understand  the  sig- 
nificance of  his  or  her  vote  on  this  mo- 
tion to  instruct? 

It  is  my  feeling  that  a  vote  for  the  mo- 
tion to  instruct  is  a  vote  for  oversight 
and  is  a  vote  for  accountability  to  the 
American  people.  A  vote  against  the  mo- 
tion to  instruct  is  a  vote  for  a  continua- 
tion of  the  mismanagement  and  the 
wasteful  policies  of  the  Postal  Service 
over  the  last  6  years. 

Would  the  gentleman  from  North  Car- 
olina not  consent  to  the  fact  that  debate 
on  this  important  matter  is  of  impor- 
tance to  this  body? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  so  that  I  might  respond  to  his 
question,  certainly  the  rules  of  the  House 
permit  debate  on  this  matter  as  well  as 
no  debate.  This  question  is  subject  to  the 
will  of  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  will  be  decided  by  voting 
on  my  motion  to  table.  I  would  remind 
the  gentleman  that  when  the  House  con- 
siders the  conference  report,  that  would 
afford  an  opportunity  to  debate  this  mat- 
ter further. 

I  "feel  sure  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  can  make  up  their  minds  as  to 
what  is  in  the  best  interests  of  their 
constituents  and  the  country  and  they 
will  have  ample  opportunity  to  do  so. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 


ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  is  it 
the  position  of  the  chairman  that  a  vote 
for  the  gentleman's  motion  to  table 
would  be  a  vote  against  the  House- 
passed  amendments  that  prevailed  in 
October  of  last  year? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  it  would 
not  be  the  position  of  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  that  that  is  the  case.  It 
simply  would  mean  that  the  conferees 
to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker  on  the 
part  of  the  House  would  go  to  the  con- 
ference and  do  their  very  best  to  up- 
hold the  position  of  the  House  in  re- 
solving the  differences  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  and  bring  back 
the  very  best  legislation  by  way  of  a 
conference  report  to  the  House  for  en- 
actment in  this  Congress,  so  that  we 
could  meet  the  needs  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  the  American  people. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
would  disagree  with  the  position  and  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  and  because  of  that  disagree- 
ment I  would  think  we  need  more  de- 
bate on  this  issue,  so  that  we  could  have 
the  opportunity  to  address  the  specific 
questions  that  are  contained  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill  which  are  of  importance  to  this 
House,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
the  House  on  two  specific  occasions  last 
year  passed  my  amendment;  one  by  a 
2  to  1  margin  and  the  second  time 
by  an  overwhelming  margin,  to  require 
the  Postal  Service  to  come  to  the  Con- 
gress for  annual  authorization  and  an 
annual  appropriation. 

I  would  think  because  of  the  differ- 
ences of  opinion  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  and  I  have  on  this 
subject  that  it  is  meritorious  of  debate. 
Would  the  gentleman  not  agree  with 
that  difference? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  know 
there  are  definite  differences  of  opinion 
with  regard  to  specific  questions;  but 
the  very  purpose  of  a  conference  between 
this  body  and  the  Senate  is  to  try  to  re- 
solve the  differences  between  the  two 
bills.  I  believe  that  the  conferees,  who 
are  most  knowledgeable  about  the  prob- 
lems and  the  law  affecting  the  operation 
of  the  Postal  Service,  will  bring  back  to 
the  House  the  very  best  product  that  can 
be  brought  from  the  conference. 

I  certainly  believe  that  we  can  do  this 
best  if  we  are  not  instructed,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arkansas  wishes  to  do. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Charles  H.  Wilson)  . 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  would  not  tell  us 
whether  an  agreement  has  already  been 
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made  since  the  conference  started,  be- 
cause it  is  suggested  that  without  even 
having  a  conference,  they  have  already 
made  an  agreement  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  yield 
further? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  question  of  the  gentleman 
from  California,  even  since  we  had  the  . 
colloquy  yesterday,  I  am  not  conversant 
with  all  the  provisions  in  the  Senate  bill. 
Therefore,  it  would  not  be  possible  and, 
in  fact,  no  agreement  that  has  been 
reached. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  simple  pur- 
pose of  a  conference,  identify  the  differ- 
ences, resolve  those  differences  as  best 
we  can  on  behalf  of  the  House  in  a  man- 
ner that  will  best  reflect  the  earlier  ac- 
tion of  the  House.  That  would  be  my 
intention  as  chairman  of  the  conferees 
of  this  body.' 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Charles  H.  Wilson)  . 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  quotations  attributed  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  in  the  Senate, 
are  reliable  or  not;  but  the  Senator  was 
quoted  as  saying  that  an  agreement  had 
been  reached  between  the  leadership  of 
the  two  Post  Office  Committees  on  the 
content  of  the  bill  that  was  passed  out  of 
the  Senate. 

I  do  not  know  who  the  leadership  of 
the  House  was.  I  was  not  consulted  on 
it,  but  that  was  his  quote,  anyway.  I 
assume  that  the  gentleman  was  speak- 
ing a  truthful  fact. 

Has  there  been  an  agreement  made  to 
accept  the  bill  in  principle,  with  one  or 
two,  perhaps  minor,  exceptions  that  the 
gentleman  may  have? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield  further,  I  saw  the  quote  the 
gentleman  referred  to  in  the  newspaper. 

I  was  not  quoted  and  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  that  no  agreement  has  been 
reached  between  potential  House  con- 
ferees and  the  conferees  of  the  other 
body.  The  purpose  of  the  conference  is 
to  achieve  a  resolution  of  those  differ- 
ences by  all  conferees  and  not  solely  by 
one. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson), 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal 
Facilities,  does  he  not  support  my  motion 
to  instruct  the  conferees  to  adhere  to  the 
House  position? 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. I  chair  the  Subcommittee  on  Pos- 
tal Facilities,  Mail  and  Labor  Manage- 


ment. As  a  result  of  hearings  my  sub- 
committee has  conducted,  we  have  found 
that  there  is  great  need  for  the  Postal 
Service  to  be  accountable  to  the  Con- 
gress. We  have  no  way  of  knowing  what 
revenues  are  coming  in,  and  no  way  of 
knowing  what  expenditures  are  going 
out.  The  only  thing  we  have  is  the  word 
of  the  Postal  Service. 

They  are  playing  games  with  the  labor 
unions  on  contracts,  playing  games  with 
mailers.  In  my  opinion,  the  bill  we  are 
going  to  be  asked  to  appoint  conferees 
to  so  that  they  can  agree  with  the  Sen- 
ate bill  is  one  that  satisfies  the  mailers. 
It  keeps  the  unions  happy  because  they 
are  going  to  keep  having  sweetheart  con- 
tracts without  having  any  oversight  by 
the  Congress. 

There  are  so  many  things  that  are  im- 
proper about  it  that  I  think  it  does  have 
to  be  revised.  I  do  remind  the  gentleman 
also  that  we  are  not  in  any  great  emer- 
gency on  this  problem,  because  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  the  gentle- 
man will  recall,  a  group  of  us  introduced 
a  bill 

POINT  OP   ORDER 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  discussion  is  going  far  beyond  the 
point  of  order  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas.  It  is  obvious  that  this  is 
a  discussion  far  removed  from  the  point, 
and  I  wish  we  would  stay  on  that  point, 
if  it  is  possible  for  the  gentleman  to  be 
precise  in  his  remarks. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
reserving  the  right  to  object.  I  have  not 
made  a  point  of  order.  I  have  reserved 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  would  ask  the 
gentleman  from  California  to  answer 
my  question. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. In  addition  to  the  things  I  have 
already  stated,  I  think  the  bill  that  is 
in  Mr.  STEED's  committee  can  be  moved 
anytime  we  need  to.  It  takes  care  of  ap- 
propriations, prevents  the  Postal  Service 
from  increasing  rates  and  protects  the 
service  that  is  now  being  given  to  the 
public.  This  is  all  that  is  needed  at  this 
time.  It  will  take  care  of  the  problems 
that  have  to  be  resolved  immediately. 

None  of  the  mailers  have  to  have  their 
rates  increased.  The  labor  unions  are  free 
to  argue  and  sleep  with  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice management  as  much  as  they  want 
to,  and  things  will  be  left  the  way  they 
are. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Further  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask 

the  gentleman  from  California,  (Mr. 
Rousselot)  if  it  is  not  true  that  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  has  taken  assets  of 
$3.4  billion  which  it  had  in  1970,  and 
turned  that  into  almost  an  $8  billion  loss 
by  1976.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  H  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  the  best  figures  we  can  obtain 
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show  that  the  former  equity  position  has, 
in  fact,  been  badly  diminished.  It  is  hard 
to  get>a  correct  accounting  of  the  amount 
of  the  deficit  that  has  now  been  created 
because,  as  many  Members  know,  under 
the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  this  new 
organization  can  basically — and  does 
many  times — thumb  its  nose  at  Congress. 
Consequently,  they  do  not  give  us  full 
information. 

But,  the  gentleman  is  correct,  the  best 
figures  we  can  get  show  that  they  have 
created  a  substantial  deficit.  They  have 
had  to  borrow  heavily  in  the  market- 
place, not  just  for  capital  expenditures 
as  was  originally  contemplated  in  the 
legislation,  but  to  make  up  operating 
deficits  so  that  they  will  not  have  to  come 
to  Congress  for  additional  appropriations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  yield  further 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot)    to  finish  his  statement. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  I  would 
like  to  direct  to  the  very  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee.  We  had  a 
colloquy  yesterday.  Has  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  now  had  an  opportu- 
nity to  review  the  differences  between 
the  two  bills,  the  Senate  bill  and  the 
House  bill?  • 

The  reason  I  ask  that  question  is  that 
yesterday  the  chairman  suggested  that 
he  had  not  had  an  opportunity  to  review 
it.  I  realize  there  are  quite  a  few  dif- 
ferences. But  can  the  gentleman  give 
us  a  thumbnail  review  of  some  of  the 
major  differences? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  reason  that  becomes 
important  is  that  I  may  be  constrained 
to  object,  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  cut- 
off of  debate  here  by  a  motion  to  table 
and  disallow  the  Members  of  this  House 
to  have  a  full  debate  on  the  issue  of  the 
postal  amendments.  Many  of  us  are 
plagued  daily  by  demands  from  our  con- 
stituencies to  know  why  we  have  not 
done  a  better  job  of  oversight  on  this  so- 
called  postal  reform  group,  which  re- 
sulted from  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970,  that  great  act  that  was 
passed  6  years  ago. 

Therefore,  I  would  like  to  ask  my  chair- 
man if  he  has  had  an  opportunity  to 
really  review  the  basic  differences  be- 
tween this  bill  and  the  Senate  version. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Henderson)  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
sponding to  the  question  posed  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rousse-  ■ 

LOT.) 


Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  response  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  gentleman  from  California, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  to 
the  best  extent  that  he  has  been  able, 
since  the  colloquy  yesterday  and  at  this 
moment,  has  been  directing  his  atten- 
tion to  responding  to  what  he  under- 
stood would  be  the  proposed  motion  to 
instruct.  This  motion  encompasses  a 
rather  narrowly  defined  area  of  differ- 
ence between  the  House  and  the  Senate 
versions  of  H.R.  8603.  If  the  Members  of 
the  House  to  do  not  support  my  motion 
to  table,  then  I  have  anticipated  and  I 
have  devoted  my  time  to  preparing  the 
debate  that  will  be  held  on  the  motion'  to 
instruct. 

There  are  differences  other  than  those 
covered  in  the  proposed  motion  that  I 
keep  learning  about.  But  in  the  short 
time  we  have  had,  there  was  no  way  I 
could  prepare  myself  to  give  a  full  dis- 
cussion of  what  the  differences  are. 

It  would  be  the  intent  of  the  chairman 
of  the  conference,  as  soon  as  we  are  per- 
mitted to  go  to  conference,  to  have  our 
own  staff  brief  us,  as  fully  as  they  can, 
before  we  go  to  conference  with  the  other 
body. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  yield  further? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Rousselot). 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  many  areas  to  ferret  out  and  find  out 
as  to  what  the  differences  are  between 
the  House  and  Senate  bills. 

By  the  way,  I  had  a  chance  last  night 
to  go  through  what  is  known  as  the  com- 
mittee print  of  the  differences  between 
these  two  bills  as  of  July  27.  They  do 
seem  rather  substantial.  I  feel  that  the 
Alexander  amendment  deals  only  with 
one  portion. 

Can  the  gentleman  assure  us  that  we 
will  not  go  to  conference  before  next 
week,  so  that  we  really  have  a  chance  to 
dig  into  these  substantial  differences,  or 
will  there  be  a  chance  of  going  to  con- 
ference tomorrow? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  yield  further? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Henderson)  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
sponding to  the  question  put  by  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Rous- 
selot). 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  as  chairman  of  the  con- 
ference, would  intend  to  call  a  meeting  as 
quickly  as  we  can  after  my  unanimous 
consent  request  is  agreed  to.  I  am  ad- 
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vised  that  our  staff  is  prepared  to  brief 
the  conferees  and  I  feel  we  will  be  fully ' 
prepared  in  a  short  time  to  go  to  con- 
ference with  the  other  body. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  does  that  mean 
tomorrow? 

Mr.    HENDERSON.    Mr.    Speaker,    I 

think  it  depends  upon  when  this  pending 
action  is  concluded.  I  would  anticipate 
that  within  a  day  or  so  after  the  con- 
ferees are  appointed  they  will  be  pre- 
pared. I  have  no  communication  or  in- 
formation as  to  when  the  conferees  of 
the  other  body  will  be  prepared,  but  I 
can  assure  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  Rousselot)  that  the  conferees 
on  the  House  side  will  not  be  forced  to 
go  into  conference  until  the  majority  of 
the  conferees  are  satisfied  that  they  are 
adequately  prepared  at  the  time  they 
meet  in  conference  with  the  other  body. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUTRT 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de- 
sire to  put  a  parliamentary  inquiry  to  the 
Chair. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  an 
objection  is  heard,  is  it  not  so  that  the 
procedure  that  would  be  followed  is  for 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  to  go  to 
the  committee,  convene  the  committee, 
and  get  a  motion  to  come  back  to  the 
floor  asking  for  a  conference,  and  that 
that  then  would  be  subject  to  1  hour  of 
general  debate?  Is  that  not  so? 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  one  avenue  of 
approach,  the  gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur- 
ther reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  only  for  the  purpose  of  asking 
a  question. 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Regretfully,  I  must  question  the  gen- 
tleman's objectivity  in  that  it  is  rather 
obvious  that  questions  that  should  have 
been  directed  to  the  area  of  this  juris- 
diction, which  is  the  Subcommittee  on 
Postal  Service,  were  instead  directed  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson), 
who  is  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Postal  Facilities,  Mail,  and  Labor 
Management,  and  who  has  not  at  all 
been  involved  in  this  subject  matter.  So 
I  am  forced  to  question  the  gentleman's 
objectivity,  and  for  the  benefit  of  those 
who  have  been  listening,  that  hopefully 
transmits  a  bit  of  a  message  in  that  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Charles 
H.  Wilson)  happens  to  support  the  po- 
sition of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
(Mr.  Alexander)  . 

I  would  have  enjoyed  the  opportunity 


of  responding  to  the  questions  that 
should  have  been  directed  to  this  area 
of  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again  I  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  yielding. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap- 
preciate the  gentleman's  position. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
my  subcommittee,  the  distinguished  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Hen- 
derson), is  there  any  great  rush  so  that 

we  cannot  go  and  get  a  rule  and  come 
back  to  the  House  on,  say,  Monday  or 
Tuesday  and  proceed  under  a  regular 
rule?  Would  there  be  any  great  catas- 
trophe if  the  conference  met  next  week? 
I  know  the  gentleman  could  get  a  rule 
very  quickly.  Is  there  any  problem  posed 
with  getting  a  rule  and  just  coming  in 
and  considering  this  at  that  time? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  so  that  I  may  re- 
spond to  the  question  asked  by  the  gen- 
tleman from  California? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  for  the  pur- 
pose of  responding. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
know  that  the  gentleman  from  Califor- 
nia (Mr.  Rousselot)  has  been  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  for  many  years.  I  am  at  a 
loss  in  this  instance  to  understand  what 
all  the  difficulty  is  about. 

It  seems  to  me  that  here  we  have  a 
rather  routine  request  that  the  Speaker 
appoint  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
House  so  that  we  may  go  to  conference 
with  the  Senate.  I  think  that  everyone 
realizes  that  we  are  near  the  end  of  this 
Congress,  and  that  this  legislation  has 
had  as  much  attention  as  any  in  the 
House  and  more  recently  in  the  other 
body.  Surely  our  conferees  ought  to  be 
free  to  act  in  attempting  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  two  bodies  and 
come  back  with  a  very  fine  compromise, 
one  that  we  would  recommend  to  the 
President  for  enactment. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  does  that 
mean  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro- 
lina (Mr.  Henderson)  does  not  have  any 
great  objection  to  going  in  and  getting 
a  rule  for  the  consideration  of  this  mat- 
ter before  going  to  conference? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina  for  the  pur- 
pose of  responding  to  the  question. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  does  not 
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believe  that  this  matter  could  be  resolved 
by  following  that  procedure  between  now 
and  the  proposed  adjournment  date,  so 
I  certainly  would  object.  Everything  that 
I  am  trying  to  do  with  regard  to  this 
matter  is  to  prevent  delay  and  is  directed 
toward  expediting  the  legislation,  but 
with  as  great  care  as  we  can  exercise  to 
protect  the  prerogatives  and  will  of  this 
body. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  'Mr.  Henderson  i.ldo  not  want 
to  delay  the  proceedings  of  this  body 
either,  and  I  will  not  object.  However,  I 
will  advise  the  Speaker  that  I  have  a 
motion  to  instruct  at  the  desk  which  I 
will  insist  upon  offering  immediately  fol- 
lowing the  granting  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva- 
tion of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 
There  was  no.  objection. 

MOTION    OFFERED    BY    MR.    ALEXANDER 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  of- 
fer a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Alexander  moves  that  the  Managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  bill,  H.R.  8603,  be  instructed  to  insist 
upon  (1)  section  2(a)  and  section  2(c)  of 
such  bill  as  passed  the  House;  (2)  section 
2401(b)(1)  of  title  39,  U.S.  Code,  as  added 
by  section  2(b)  of  such  bill  as  passed  the 
House;  and  (3)  section  16  of  such  bill  as 
passed  the  House. 

MOTION   TO   TABLE   OFFERED   BY    MR.    HENDERSON 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  motioin  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexan- 
der) be  laid  on  the  table. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRIES 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
not  so  that  the  parliamentary  situation 
is  that  my  motion  is  entitled  to  1  hour 
of  general  debate  on  that  motion,  the 
time  to  be  controlled  by  me  as  the  per- 
son who  is  offering  the  motion;  but  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson) 
has  offered  a  motion  to  table,  a  vote  for 
that  motion  would  preclude  any  debate 
and  preclude  any  consideration  of  the 
motion  to  instruct?  Is  that  correct,  Mr. 
Speaker? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  if  the  motion  to  table  is  voted  upon 
and  rejected,  1  hour  will  be  allotted  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  Alex- 
ander) . 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 


Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do 
not  insist  upon  the  full  hour  of  general 
debate  if  the  motion  to  table  is  voted 
down,  but  I  would  like  to  advise  the 
Members  that  a  vote  against  the  motion 
to  table  is  a  vote  for  the  motion  to  in- 
struct. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  inform 
the  gentleman  that  that  is  not  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

PARLIAMENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  ROUSSELOT.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the 
motion  to  table  in  writing? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  it  is. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  to  table. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob- 
ject to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  234,  nays  153, 
not  voting  44,  as  follows: 


[Roll  No.  663] 

YEAS— 234 

Addabbo 

Goldwater 

Oberstar 

Ambro 

Gonzalez 

Obey 

Anderson,  111. 

Grassley 

O'Brien 

Andrews,  N.C. 

Gude 

O'Hara 

Andrews, 

Guyer 

Passman 

N.  Dak. 

Haley 

Patten,  N.J. 

Annunzio 

Hall,  ni. 

Pattison,  N.Y. 

Armstrong 

Hamilton 

Perkins 

Asbley 

Hammer- 

Pike 

Aspin 

schmidt 

Preyer 

AuCoin 

Hanley 

Price 

Baldus 

Harkin 

Rangel 

Beard,  R.I. 

Harrington 

Rees 

Bedell 

Harris 

Regula 

Bergland 

Harsha 

Reuss 

Biaggi 

Hayes,  Ind. 

Rhodes 

Biester 

Helstoski 

Richmond 

Bingham 

Henderson 

Rinaldo 

Blanchard 

Hicks 

Rodino 

Blouin 

Hillis 

Roe 

Boggs 

Ho'.rzman 

Roncalio 

Boland 

Horton 

Rooney 

Boiling 

Howard 

Rosenthal 

Bonker 

Hubbard 

Rostenkowskl 

Bowen 

Hughes 

Roush 

Brademas 

Hungate 

Roybal 

Brodhead 

Hyde 

Ruppe 

Brown,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Calif 

St  Germain 

Brown,  Mich. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Santinl 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jordan 

Sarbanes 

Burke,  Mass. 

Karth 

Schneebeli 

Burton,  John 

Kastenmeier 

Sebellus 

Butler 

Kazen 

Seiberllng 

Carney 

Kemp 

Sharp 

Cederberg 

Krueger 

Shipley 

Clay 

LaFalce 

Shriver 

Cochran 

Lagomarsino 

Simon 

Cohen 

La  n  drum 

Slack 

Conable 

Leggett 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Conte 

Lent 

Solarz 

Conyers 

Long,  La. 

Spellman 

Cornell 

Long,  Md. 

Staggers 

Coughlin 

Lott 

Stanton, 
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crane 

D'Amours 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Delaney 

Dellums 

Dent 

Derwinski 

Dingell 

Dodd 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Drinan 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

du  Pont 

Eckhardt 

Edgar 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Eilberg 

Emery 

Erlenborn 

Fary 

Fenwick 

Findley 

Fish 

Fisher 

Fithian 

Flood 

Florio 

Flynt 

Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 

Ford,  Tenn. 

Fraser 

Frenzel 

Gaydos 

Giaimo 


Abdnor 

Adams 

Alexander 

Allen 

Anderson, 

Calif. 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Bafalis 
Baucus 
Bauman 
Beard,  Tenn. 


Cotter 

Daniel,  Dan 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Danielson 

Davis 

Derrick 

Devine 

Dickinson 

Diggs 

Downing,  Va. 

Duncan,  Tenn 

English 

Eshleman 

Evans,  Colo. 

Evans,  Ind. 

Fascell 

Flowers 

Forsythe 

Fountain 

Frey 

Fuqua 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Ginn 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Hagedorn 

Hall,  Tex. 

Hannaford 

Hansen 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Hefner 

Hightower 

Holland 

Holt 

Hutchinson 

Ichord 

Jacobs 

Jarman 


Lundine 

McClory 

McCollister 

McDade 

McEwen 

McFall 

McHugh 

McKay 

Madden 

Madigan 

Maguire 

Matsunaga 

Mazzoli 

Meeds 

Meyner 

Mezvinsky 

Michel 

Mikva 

Milford 

Miller,  Calif. 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mink 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Moakley 

Morgan 

Moss 

Murphy,  111. 

Murtha 

Myers,  Ind. 

Myers,  Pa. 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nix 

Nowak 

NAYS— 153 
Bell 

Bennett 
Bevill 
Breaux 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfleld 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burke,  Calif. 
Burke,  Pla. 


Jeffords 

Jenrette 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jones,  Okla. 

Kasten 

Kelly 

Kelchum 

Keys 

Kindness 

Koch 

Krebs 

Latta 

Levitas 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Lujan 

McCormack 

McDonald 

Mahon 

Mann 

Ma*,  his 

Melcher 

Metcalfe 

Miller,  Ohio 

Mills 

Moffett 

Mollohan 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Moctl 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Neal 

Nichols 

O'Neill 

Ottinger 

Patterson, 

Calif. 
Paul 


J.  William 
Stark 
Steed 

Steiger,  Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Taylor,  Mo. 
Taylor,  N.C. 
Thompson 
Thone 
Treen 
Tsongas 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vander  Jagt 
Vander  Veen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Walsh 
Weaver 
Whalen 
Wiggins 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wydler 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young,  Ga. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 


Burleson,  Tex. 
Burlison,  Mo. 
Byron 
Carr 
Carter 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Collins,  HI. 
Collins,  Tex. 
Cor  man 


NOT  VOTING— 44 


Pepper 

Pettis 

Pickle 

Press!  er 

Prichard 

Quie 

Quillen 

Randall 

liisenhoover 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rogers 

Rousseiot 

Runnels 

Ryan 

Sarasin 

Satterfield 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Sehuize 

Shuster 

Sikes 

Skubitz 

Snyder 

Spence 

S-uckey 

Symington 

Symms 

Thornton 

Van  Deerlin 

Waggonner 

Wampler 

White 

Wli  tehurst 

Whitten 

W.ison.C.  H. 

Wright 

Young,  Fla. 

Young,  Tex. 


Abzug 
Badillo 
Burgener 
Burton,  Phillip 
Chisholm 
Clausen, 
DonH. 
Conlan 
de  la  Garza 
Early 
Esch 

Evins,  Tenn. 
Green 
Hawkins 
Hays,  Ohio 
Hebert 


Heinz 

Hinshaw 

Howe 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Lehman 

McCloskey 

McKinney 

Martin 

Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mosher 
Nolan 
Peyser 
Poage 
Railsback 


R.egle 

Rose 

Russo 

Sisk 

Sm.th,  Iowa 

Stanton, 

^  ames  V. 
Steelman 
Steiger,  Ariz. 
Taicott 
Teague 
Traxler 
'a  man 
Wylie 
Young,  Alaska 


The   Clerk   announced    the   following 
pairs : 
On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Badillo  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Ms.  Abzug  for,  with  Mr.  Howe  against. 

Mrs.  Chisholm  for,  with  Mr.  Teague 
against. 

Mr.  Lehman  for.  with  Mr.  Johnson  of 
Pennsylvania  against. 

Mr.  Hawkins  for,  with  Mr.  Wylie  against. 

Mr.  Russo  for,  with  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska 
against. 

Mr.  Phillip  Burton  for,  with  Mr.  Jones  of 
Tennessee  against. 

Mr.  James  V.  Stanton  for,  with  Mr.  Evins 
of  Tennessee  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Burgener  with  Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen. 

Mr.  Conlan  with  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 

Mr.  Early  with  Mr.  Esch. 

Mr.  Green  with  Mr.  Traxler. 

Mr.  Heinz  with  Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  McCloskey  with  Mr.  McKinney. 

Mr.  Nolan  with  Mr.  Moorhead  of  California. 

Mr.  Peyser  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Riegle  with  Mr.  Rose. 

Mr.  Steiger  of  Arizona  with  Mr.  Sisk. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mr.  Steelman. 

Mr.  Waxman  with  Mr.  Taicott. 

Mr.  MITCHELL  of  Maryland  and  Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO  changed  their  vote 
from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

Mr.  KELLY  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

So  the  motion  to  table  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints  the 
following  conferees:  Messrs.  Henderson, 
Udall,  Nix,  Hanley,  Ford  of  Michigan, 
Derwinski,  and  Johnson  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. 
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POSTAL  REORGANIZATION 


August  31,  1976. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Henderson,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  8603] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R,  8603)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organizational 
and  financial  matters  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom- 
mend to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend- 
ment insert  the  following : 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976". 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  2401(b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  paragraph  (3). 

(b)  Section  21fil  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections: 

"(d)  (1)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  fiscal  year  1976  and  for  the  period  beginning  July  1.  1976, 
and  ending  September  30.  1976.  the  amount  of  S500.000,000  to  be  ap- 
plied against  the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal 
Service  as  of  September  30 \  1976. 

"(2)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
for  fiscal  year  1977  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  to  be  applied  against 
the  accumulated  operating  indebtedness  of  the  Postal  Service  as  of 
September  30.  1977. 
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u(e)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  appropriation 
of  the  funds  under  subsection  (d)  (1)  and  ending  on  the  date  on  which 
the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  required  to  transmit  the  final 
report  required  under  section  7(f)  (1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  Amendments  of  1976  to  the  President  and  each  House  of  Congress, 
the  Postal  Service  shall  not — 

"  (1 )  have  in  effect  any  permanent  or  temporary  rate  of  postage 
or  fee  for  postal  services  exceeding  the  rates  and  fees  in  effect  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976; 

"(2)  provide  levels  and  types  of  postal  services  which  are  less 
than  the  levels  and  types  of  services  provided  on  July  1, 1976 ; 

"(3)  close  any  post  office  where  35  or  more  families  regularly 
receive  their  mail  and  which  ivas  providing  service  on  July  1, 
1976;  or 

u(4)   close  any  post  office  where  fewer  than  35  families  receive 
their  mail  and  which  was  providing  service  on  July  1, 1976,  unless 
the  Postal  Service  receives  the  written  consent  of  at  least  60  per- 
cent of  the  regular  patrons  of  such  office  who  are  at  least  18  years 
of  age. 
"  (/)  During  the  period  beginning  on  the  date  of  the  appropriation 
of  the  funds  under  subsection   (d)  (1)   and  ending  on  the  date  on 
which  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  required  to    transmit  the 
final  report  required  under  section  7(f)(1)  of  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act  Amendments  of  1976  to  t  he  President  and  each  House  of  Con- 
gress,  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  door  delivery  or  curbline 
delivery  to  all  permanent  residential  addresses  (other  than  apartment 
building  addresses)  to  which  service  is  begun  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of  1976. 

u(g)  The  Postal  Service  shall  present  to  the  Committees  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  and  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  at  the  same  time  it  submits 
its  annual  budget  under  section  2009  of  this  title,  sufficient  copies  of 
the  budget  of  the  Postal  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds 
are  requested  to  be  appropriated,  and  a.  comprehensive  statement  re- 
lating to  the  following  matters  : 

"(1)  the  plans,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  Postal  Service 
designed  to  comply  with  all  of  the  provisions  of  section  101  of 
this  title; 

u(2)  postal  operations  generally,  including  data  on  the  speed, 
and  reliability  of  service  provided  for  the  various  classes  of  mail 
and  types  of  mail  service,  mail  volume,  productivity,  trends  in 
postal  operations,  and  analyses  of  the  impact  of  internal  and  ex- 
ternal factors  upon  the  Postal  Service; 

"(3)  a  listing  of  the  total  expenditures  and  obligations  in- 
curred by  the  Postal  Service  for  the  most  recent  fiscal  year  for 
which  information  is  available,  an  estimate  of  the  total  expendi- 
tures and  obligations  to  be  incurred,  by  the  Postal  Service  during 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  funds  are  requested  to  be  appropriated, 
and  the  means  by  which  these  estimated  expenses  will  be  financed; 
and, 

"  (A)   such  other  matters  as  the  committees  may  determine  neces- 
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sary  to  ensure  that  the  Congress  is  fully  and  currently  consulted 
and  informed  on  postal  operations,  plans,  and  policies. 
Not  later  than  March  15  of  each  year,  the  Postal  Service  shall  appear 
before  the  Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  to  submit  information  which  any 
such  committee  considers  necessary  to  determine  the  amount  of  funds 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  operation  of  the  Postal  Service,  and  to  pre- 
sent testimony  and  respond  to  questions  with  respect  to  such  budget 
and  statement.  Each  such  committee  shall  take  such  action  as  it  con- 
siders appropriate  and  shall  advise  the  Postal  Service  of  such  action. 

u(h)  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the  appropriation  of  any 
part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  may  not  be  deemed  a  fail- 
ure of  appropriations.  The  failure  of  the  President  to  request  the 
appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section  shall 
not  relieve  the  Postal  Service  from  the  responsibility  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  subsections  (e)  and  (/)  of  this  section.. 

"(i)  The  rates  established  under  chapter  36  of  this  title  for  zone- 
rated  parcels  formerly  entered  under  former  chapter  67  of  this  title 
shall  not  be  more  than  10  percent  less  than  the  rates  for  such  mail 
would  be  if  the  funds  authorized  under  subsections  (b)  and  (d)  of 
this  section  were  not  appropriated.". 

(c)  Section  2003  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  follonoing  new  subsection  : 

"(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  any 
amounts  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service  under  subsection  (d)  of 
section  2/+01  of  this  title  and  deposited  into  the  Fund  shall  be  expended 
by  the  Postal  Service  only  for  the  purposes  provided  in  such 
subsection.". 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  3601  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

u§  3601.  Establishment 

"(a)  The  Postal  Rate  Commission  is  an  independent  establishment 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  The 
Commission  is  composed  of  5  Commissioners,  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commis- 
sioners shall  be  chosen  on  the  basis  of  their  professional  qualifications 
and  may  be  removed  by  the  President  only  for  cause.  Not  more  than  3 
of  the  Commissioners  may  be  adherents  of  the  same  political  party. 

"(b)  A  Commissioner  may  continue  to  serve  after  the  expiration  of 
his  term  until  his  successor  has  qualified,  except  that  a  Commissioner 
may  not  so  continue  to  serve  for  more  than  1  year  after  the  date  upon 
which  his  term  otherwise  would  expire  under  section  3602  of  this  title. 

"(c)  One  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  designated  as  Chairman  by, 
and  shall  serve  in  the  position  of  Chah^man  at  the  pleasure  of,  the 
President. 

"(d)  The  Commissioners  shall  by  majority  vote  designate  a  Vice 
C haii-man  of  the  Commission.  The  Vice  Chairman  shall  act  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  in  the  absence  of  the  Chairman."\ 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  3601(a)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  any  Commissioner  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
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holding  office  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such 
provisions  shall  apply  to  any  appointment  of  such  a  Commissioner 
occurring  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  Jf.  Section  3604-  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

u§3604.  Administration 

"(a)  The  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Bate  Commission  shall  be  the 
principal  executive  officer  of  the  Commission.  The  Chairman  shall 
exercise  or  direct  the  exercise  of  all  the  executive  and  administrative 
functions  of  the  Commission,  including  functions  of  the  Commission 
with  respect  to  (1)  the  appointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the 
Commission,  except  that  the  appointment  of  the  heads  of  major  ad- 
ministrative units  under  the  Commission  shall  require  the  approval 
of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Commission,  (2)  the  supervision 
of  the  personnel  employed  under  the  Commission  and  the  distribution 
of  business  among  them  and  among  the  Commissioners,  and  (3)  the 
use  and  expenditure  of  funds. 

u(b)  In  carrying  out  any  of  his  functions  under  this  section,  the 
Chairman  shall  be  governed  by  the  general  policies  of  the  Commission. 

"(c)  The  Chairman  may  obtain  such  facilities  and  supplies  as  may 
be  necessary  to  permit  tlie  Commission  to  carry  out  its  functions.  Any 
officer  or  employee  appointed  under  this  section  shall  be  paid  at  rates 
of  compensation  and  shall  be  entitled  to  programs  offering  employee 
benefits  established  u/nder  chapter  10  or  chapter  12  of  this  title,  as 
appropriate. 

"(d)(1)   The  Commission  shall  periodically  prepare  and  submit 
to  the  Postal  Service  a  budget  of  the  Commission's  expenses,  includ- 
ing, but  not  limited  to,  expenses  for  facilities,  supplies,  compensation, 
and  employee  benefits-  The  budget  shall  be  considered  approved — 
"(A)  as  submitted  if  the  Governors  fail  to  act  in  accordance 
with  subparagraph  (B)  of  this  paragraph;  or 

"(B)   as  adjusted  if  the  Governors  holding  office,  by  unani- 
mous written  decision,  adjust  the  total  amount  of  money  requested 
in  the  budget. 
Subparagraph  (B)  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  the  Governors 
to  adjust  any  item  included  within  the  budget. 

"(2)  Expenses  incurred  under  any  budget  approved  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  this  title. 

"(e)  The  provisions  of  section  4.10  and  chapter  10  of  this  title  shall 
apply  to  the  Commission,  as  appropriate". 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  3624  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting 
immediately  after  subsection  (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)(1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
in  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Service  makes  a  request  under  section 
3622  of  this  title  for  a  recommended  decision  by  the  Commission  on 
changes  in  a  rate  or  rates  of  postage  or  in  a  fee  or  fees  for  postal  serv- 
ices the  Commission  shall  transmit  its  recommended  decision  to  the 
Governors  under  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  no  later  than  10  months 
after  receiving  any  such  request  from  the  Postal  Service. 

"(2)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Commission  determines  that  the 
Postal  Service  has  unreasonably  delayed  consideration  of  a  request 
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made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  by  failing  to  respond 
within  a  reasonable  time  to  any  lawful  order  of  the  Commission,  the 
Commission  may  extend  the  10-month  period  described  in  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  by  one  day  for  each  day  of  such  delay. ". 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the  recommended 
decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to  proposed  changes 
in  rates  of  postage,  and  in  fees  for  postal  services,  requested  on  Sep- 
tember 18, 1975,  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  in  a  request  which 
bears,  or  which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under,  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  36 U  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows  : 
"§3641.  Temporary  changes  in  rates  and  classes 

"(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  fails  to  trans- 
mit a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees 
for  postal  services  to  the  Governors  in  accordance  with  section  3624(c) 
of  this  title,  the  Postal  Service  may  establish  temporary  changes  in 
rates  of  postage  and  in  fees  for  postal  services  in  accordance  with  the 
proposed  changes  under  consideration  by  the  Commission.  Such  tem- 
porary changes  may  take  effect  upon  such  date  as  the  Postal  Service 
may  determine,  except  that  such  temporary  changes  may  tafce  effect 
only  after  10  days''  notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

"(b)  Any  temporary  rate  or  fee  established  by  the  Postal  Service 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
policies  of  this  title  and  shall  not  exceed  such  amount  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  sufficient  revenues  to  assure  that  the  total  estimated  income, 
including  appropriations,  of  the  Postal  Service  shall,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  be  equal  to  the  total  estimated  costs  of  the  Postal  Service. 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  Postal  Service  may  not  establish  any  temporary  rate  for  a 
class  of  mail  or  any  temporary  fee  for  a  postal  service  which  is  mare 
than  the  permanent  rate  or  fee  requested  for  such  class  or  postal  serv- 
ice by  the  Postal  Service  under  section  3622  of  this  title. 

"(d)  Any  temporary  change  in  rates  of  postage  or  in  fees  for  postal 
services  made  by  the  Postal  Service  under  this  section  shall  remain  in 
effect  no  longer  than  150  days  after  the  date  on  which  the  Commission 
transmits  its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors  under  section 
3624(d)  of  this  title,  unless  such  temporary  change  is  terminated  by 
the  Governors  before  the  expiration  of  such  period. 

"(e)  If  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  does  not  transmit  to  the  Gover- 
nors within  90  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  submitted,  or  within 
30  days  after  the  Postal  Service  has  resubmitted,  to  the  Commission 
a  request  for  a  recommended  decision  on  a  change  in  the  mail  classi- 
fication schedule  (after  such  schedule  is  established  under  section  3623 
of  this  title),  the  Postal  Service^  upon  10  days1  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register,  may  place  into  effect  temporary  changes  in  the  mail  classifi- 
cation schedule  in  accordance  with  proposed  changes  under  considera- 
tion by  the  Commission.  Any  temporary  change  shall  be  effective  for 
a  period  ending  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  Commission  has  trans- 
mitted its  recommended  decision  to  the  Governors. 
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"(/)  //,  under  section  3628  of  this  title,  a  court  orders  a  matter  re- 
turned to  the  Commission  for  further  consideration,  the  Postal  Service, 
with  the  consent  of  the  Commission,  may  place  into  effect  temporary 
changes  in  rates  of  postage,  and  fees  for  postal  services,  or  in  the  mail 
classification  schedule.". 

(b)(1)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  action  or  proceeding  with  respect  to  the 
recommended  decision  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  relating  to  pro- 
posed changes  in  rates  of  postage  and  in  fees  for  postal  services  re- 
quested on  September  18,  1975,  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
in  a  request  which  bears,  or  which  at  any  time  has  been  included  under, 
Postal  Rate  Commission  Docket  Number  R76-1. 

(2).  The  provisions  of  section  3641  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  shall  apply  to  any  temporary  rate  or  fee  es- 
tablished by  the  Postal  Service  pursuant  to  its  request  to  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission,  dated  September  18,  1975,  for  a  recommended 
decision,  bearing  Docket  Number  R76-1. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  (1)  There  is  hereby  established  the  Commission  on  Postal 
Service  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  "Commission"). 
The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  7  members,  to  be  selected  as 
folloios  : 

(A)  3  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  of  whom 
one  shall  be  appointed  as  chairman; 

(B)  2  appointed  by  the  president  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
of  whom  one  shall  be  an  individual  who  is  a  member  of  the  work 
force  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service ;  and 

(C)  2  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, of  whom  one  shall  be  an  individual  who  is  a  member  of  the 
work  force  of  the  United  States  Postal  Service. 

The  Postmaster  General  of  the  United  States  and  the  Chairman  of 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  shall  serve  as  ex  officio  members  of  the 
Commission,  ivithout  the  right  to  vote. 

(2)  The  members  of  the  Commission  shall  be  appointed  within  15 
days  following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  In  the  event  that 
all  of  the  members  of  the  Commission  have  not  been  appointed  at  the 
close  of  such  15-day  period,  a  majority  of  the  members  appointed  to 
the  Com/mission  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  conduct  of  business 
by  the  C ommission. 

(3)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  not  affect  its  powers,  but 
sliall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  appointment. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  identify  and  study-  the  problems  facing 
the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  recommend  actions  to  be  taken 
to  resolve  those  problems.  The  Commission  shall  not  be  limited  to  any 
particular  subject  areas  for  consideration  but  the  Commission — 

(1)  shall  identify  and  study  the  public  service  aspects  of  the 
United  States  Postal  Service,  shall  recommend  to  what  extent 
and  by  what  means  such  aspects  may  be  defined  and  costs  thereof 
reasonably  estimated,  and  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  identify 
any  difference  between — 

(A)  the  costs  that  the  Postal  Service  should  reasonably  be 
expected  to  incur  in  providing  postal  services  in  accordance 
with  the  policies  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  and 
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(B)  the  revenues  that  the  Postal  Service  rrwy  reasonably 
be  expected  to  receive  from  rates  and  fees  for  postal  services, 
with  due  consideration  to  the  fact  that  demands  for  postal 
services  may  be  reflected  by  changes  in  the  levels  of  such  rates 
and  fees; 

(2)  shall  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  public  service 
aspects  of  the  Postal  Service  shall  be  supported  by  appropriations 
and  shall  recommend  a  plan  for  such  appropriations  with  due 
consideration  being  given  to — 

(A)  the  economic  and  social  benefits  of  the  postal  system 
to  the  user  and  recipient  of  the  mail, 

(B)  the  relative  economic  ability  of  the  users  of  various 
classes  of  mail  to  absorb  the  costs  of  the  postal  system, 

(C)  the  extent  to  trhich  the  costs  of  maintaining  a  system 
which  would  provide  a  reasonable  degree  of  regular  postal 
services  to  the  entire  public  without  regard  to  individual 
usage,  and  the  degree  to  which  such  costs  should  be  borne 
by  the  public  generally  rather  than  by  mail  users  in  par- 
ticular, 

(D)  the  relative  economic  and  social  benefits  of  other  uses 
of  private  and  public  funds,  and 

(E)  the  need  of  the  Postal  Service  for  adequate  and  de- 
pendable funding  and  for  systematic  planning  and  rate- 
making  to  provide  efficient  and  economical  postal  services  in 
accordance  with  the  policies  of  title  39,  United  States  Code; 

(3)  shall  study  the  desirability  and  feasibility  of — 

(A)  the  ratemaking  procedures  established  under  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  particularly  the  functions  and  responsi- 
bilities of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  shall  develop 
recommendations  for  more  expeditious  and  economical  pro- 
cedures that  are  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  Postal  Service 
and  the  public,  including,  if  the  Commission  recommends  the 
abolition  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  a  method  of  assur- 
ing that  changes  in  postal  rates  shall  be  reviewed  independ- 
ently outside  the  Postal  Service, 

(B)  a  system  in  which  changes  in  postal  rates  shall  not 
exceed  changes  in  consumer  prices  unless  greater  changes  in 
such  rates  are  approved  by  a  body  independent  of  the  Postal 
Service, 

(C)  the  rate  making  criteria  established  by  section  3622(b) 
of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  and 

(D)  a  statutory  requirement  for  cost  attributions  to  par- 
ticular classes  of  mail  or  types  of  mail  service; 

(If,)  shall  review  the  appropriateness  of  current  and  future  serv- 
ice levels  and  the  extent  to  which,  if  any,  such  levels  should  be 
supported  by  appropriations ;  and 

(5)  shall  review  the  long  range  impact  of  new  electronic  fund 
transfers  and  communication  techniques,  the  effect  of  such  trans- 
fers and  techniques  on  mail  volumes  and  revenues  of  the  Postal 
Service,  and  the  feasibility  of  the  Postal  Service  operating  such 
systems. 
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(c)(1)  For  purposes  of  carrying  out  its  functions  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  Commission  may  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places  and 
receive  such  evidence  and  testimony  as  it  considers  advisable. 

(2)  The  Commission  may  secure  directly  from  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States  information  and  assistance  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  duties  under  this  section.  Each  department  or  agency  is 
authorized  and  directed,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within 
the  limits  of  available  funds,  to  furnish  information  and  assistance  to 
the  Commission. 

(3)  When  so  authorized  by  the  Commission,  any  member  or  agent 
of  the  Commission  may  take  any  action  which  the  Commission  is 
authorized  to  take  by  this  section. 

(4)  All  meetings,  hearings,  conferences,  or  other  proceedings  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  open  to  the  chairmen  of  the  appropriate  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress  or  their  designees  and  reasonable  notice  of 
such  meetings  or  hearings  shall  be  given  to  such  chairmen  or  their 
designees. 

(d)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  members  of  the  Com- 
mission each  shall  receive  as  compensation  the  daily  equivalent  of  the 
annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  Grad,e  GS-1S  for  each  day  (in- 
cluding traveltime)  during  which  they  are  engaged  in  the  actual  per- 
formance of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission. 

(2)  Members  of  the  Commission  who  are  full-time  officers  or  em- 
ployees of  the  United  States  shall  receive  no  additional  pay  on  ac- 
count of  their  service  on  the  Commission. 

(3)  While  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business  in 
the  performance  of  service  for  the  Commission,  members  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu 
of  subsistence,  in  the  same  manner  as  persons  employed  intermittently 
in  the  Government  service  are  allowed  expenses  under  section  5703 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

(e)  The  Commission  may  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such 
personnel  as  it  considers  advisable  without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  governing  appointments  in  the  co?n- 
petitive  service,  and  such  personnel  may  be  paid  icithout  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  such 
title  relating  to  classification  and  General  Schedule  pay  rates,  but  at 
a  rate  not  to  exceed  the  maximum  rate  authorized  by  the  General 
Schedule.  The  Commission  may  procure  the  services  of  experts  and 
consultants  in  accordance  with  section  3109  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  but  at  rates  for  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  daily  equivalent 
of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  in  effect  for  the  maximum  rate  au- 
thorized by  the  General  Schedule. 

(f)  (1)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  President  and  to  each 
House  of  the*  Congress  a  final  report  containing  a  detailed  statement  of 
its  findings  and  recommendations,  together  with  any  individual  views, 
on  or  before  March  15, 1977. 

(2)  The  Commission  shall  not  be  required  to  obtain  the  clearance 
of  any  Federal  agency  before  the  transmittal  of  its  report. 

(g)  TJie  Commission  shall  cease  to  exist  60  days  after  the  transmis- 
sion of  its  final  report  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section  and  all  offices 
and  employment  under  it  shall  then  expire. 
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(h)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Service 
Fund  established  under  section  2003  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
without  fiscal  year  limitation,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Expenses  incurred  by  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Postal  Service  Fund. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3623(b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "Postal  Service''1  the  second  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Governors". 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Section  404  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended, 
by  inserting  "(«)"  immediately  before  "Without"  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection  : 

"(b)  (1)  The  Postal  Service,  prior  to  making  a  determination  under 
subsection  (a)  (3)  of  this  section  as  to  the  necessity  for  the  closing  or 
consolidation  of  any  post  office,  shall  provide  adequate  notice  of  its 
intention  to  close  or  consolidate  such  post  office  at  least  60  days  prior 
to  the  proposed  date  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  to  persons  served 
by  such  post  office  to  ensure  that  sueh  persons  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  present  their  views. 

"  (2)  The  Postal  Service,  in  making  a  determination  whether  or  not 
to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office,  shall  consider — 

"(A)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  on  the  com- 
munity served  by  such  post  office; 

"(B)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consolidation  on  employees 
of  the  Postal  Service  employed  at  such  office; 

"(C)  whether  such  closing  or  consolidation  is  consistent  with 
the  policy  of  the  Government,  as  stated  in  section  101(b)  of  this 
title,  that  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  a  maximum  degree  of 
effective  and  regular  postal  services  to  rural  areas,  communities, 
and  small  towns  where  post  offices  are  not  self-sustaining : 

"(D)  the  economic  savings  to  the  Postal  Service  resulting  from 
such  closing  or  consolidation;  and 

"(E)  such  other  factors  as  the  Postal  Service  determines  cure 
necessary. 
"(3)  Any  determination  of  the  Postal  Service  to  close  or  consolidate 
a  post  office  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  include,  the  findings  of  the 
Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the  considerations  required  to  be  made 
under  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection..  Svxh  determination  and  find- 
ing shall  be  made  available  to  persons  served  by  such  post  office. 

u(4)  The  Postal  Service  shall  take  no  action  to  close  or  consolidate 
a  post  office  until  60  days  after  its  written  determination  is  made  avail- 
able to  persons  served  by  such  post  office. 

u{5)  A  determination  of  the  Postal  Service  to  close  or  consolidate 
any  post  office  may  be  appealed  by  any  person  served  by  such  office 
to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  within  30  days  after  such  determina- 
tion is  made  available  to  such  person  under  paragraph  (3).  The  Com- 
mission shall  review  such  determination  on  the  basis  of  the  record 
before  the  Postal  Service  in  the  making  of  such  determination.  The 
Commission  shall  make  a,  determination  based,  upon  such  review  no 
later  than  120  days  after  receiving  any  appeal  under  this  paragraph. 
The  Commission  shall  set  aside  any  determination,  findings,  and  con- 
clusions fcntnd  to  be — 

"(A)  arbitrary,  capnicious,  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  otherwise 
not  in  accordance  with  the  law: 
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"(B)  without  observance  of  procedure  required  by  law;  or 
"(C)  unsupported  by  substantial  evidence  on  the  record. 
The  Conwnission  may  affirm  the  determination  of  the  Postal  Service 
or  order  that  the  entire  matter  be  returned  for  further  consideration, 
but  the  Commission  may  not  modify  the.  determination  of  the  Postal 
Service.  The  Commission  may  suspend  the  effectiveness  of  the  deter- 
mination of  the  Postal  Service  until  the  final  disposition  of  the  appeal. 
The  provisions  of  section  556,  section  557,  and  chapter  7  of  title  5 
shall  not  apply  to  any  review  carried  out  by  tlie  Commission  under 
this  paragraph.". 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
take  effect  on  the  day  after  the  date  on  which  the  Commission  on  Postal 
Service  transmits  its  final  report  under  section  7(f)  (1)  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  10.  Section  3622(b) of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (7),  by  redesignating 
paragraph  (8)  as  paragraph  (9),  and  by  inserting  immediately  after 
paragraph  (7)  the  following  new  paragraph  : 

"(8)    the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and  informational 
value  to  the  recipient  of  mail  matter;  and". 

Sec.  11.  Section  3626  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  "(a) "  immediately  before  "If  the  rates"  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsections  : 

"(b)(1)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  { 'periodical  publica- 
tions^, as  used  in  former  section  4351  of  this  title,  includes  (A)  any 
catalog  or  other  course  listing,  including  mail  announcements  of  legal 
texts  which  are  part  of  post-bar  admission  education  issued  by  any 
institution  of  higher  education  or  by  a  nonprofit  organization  engaged 
in  continuing  legal  education;  and  (B)  any  looseleaf  page  or  report 
(including  any  index,  instruction  for  filing,  table,  or  sectional  identi- 
fier which  is  an  integral  part  of  such  report)  which  is  designed  as  part 
of  a  looseleaf  reporting  service  concerning  developments  in  the  law  or 
public  policy. 

"(2)  Any  material  described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection 
shall  qualify  to  be  entered  and  mailed  as  second  class  mail  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  applicable  provisions  of  former  section  4352  through 
former  section  4357  of  this  title. 

"(3)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  ''institution  of  higher 
education1  has  the  meaning  given  it  by  section  1201(a)  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  1141  (a)). 

"(c)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  one  conservation  publica- 
tion published  by  an  agency  of  a  State  which  is  responsible  for  manage- 
ment and  conservation  of  the  fish  or  wildlife  resources  of  such  State 
shall  be  considered  a  publication  of  a  qualified  nonprofit  organization 
which  qualifies  for  rates  of  postage  under  former  section  4358(d)  of 
this  title. 

"(d)  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'agricultural'',  as  used  in 
former  sections  4358 (j)  (2) ,  4452 (d) ,  and  4554(b)  (1)  (B)  of  this  title, 
includes  the  art  or  science  of  cultivating  land,  harvesting  crops  or 
marine  resources,  or  raising  of  livestock. 

"(2)  In  the  administration  of  this  section,  and  for  purposes  of 
former  sections  4358 (j)  (2),  4452(d),  and 4554(b)  (1)  (B)  of  this  title, 
agricultural  organizations  or  associations  shall  include  any  organiza- 
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lion  or  association  which  collects  and  disseminates  information  or 
materials  relating  to  agricultural  pursuits". 

Sf;r.  12.  Section  J(>8J  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  "(a)"  immediately  before  u  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision'' and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 
u(b)  The  rates  for  mail  matter  specified  in  former  section  4554(a) 
(1)  or  4554(b)  (2)  (A)  of  this  title,  when  mailed  from  a  publisher  or  a 
distributor  to  a  school,  college,  university,  or  library,  shall  be  the  rate 
currently  in  effect  for  such  mail  matter  under  the  provisions  of  former 
section  4554(b)  (1)  of  this  title.". 
And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

David  N.  Henderson, 
Morris  K.  Udall, 
Robert  X.  C.  Xix, 
Jim  Hanley, 
William  D.  Ford, 
Edward  Derwinski, 
Albert  W.  Johnson, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Gale  W.  McGee, 
Jennings  Randolph, 
Q.  Burdick, 
Ted  Stevens, 
Henry  Bellmon, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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JOINT  EXPLANATORY  STATEMENT  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 

OF  CONFERENCE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  and  the  Senate  at  the 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  organizational  and  financial  matters 
of  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  joint  statement  to  the 
House  and  the  Senate  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  managers  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con- 
ference report : 

POSTAL    REVENUES,    APPROPRIATIONS,    AND  REPORTS    TO    CONGRESS 

Section  2  of  the  House  bill  revised  the  method  of  financing  postal 
operations.  Under  current  law,  enacted  in  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  in  1970,  all  revenues  of  the  Postal  Service  are  permanently  appro- 
priated to  the  Postal  Service  Fund,  and  Congress  annually  appropri- 
ates only  the  amounts  due  for  public  services  ($920  million  through 
fiscal  year  1979),  revenue  foregone,  and  incidental  expenses.  The 
House  bill  established  the  method  of  postal  finances  which  existed 
prior  to  1970,  which  required  that  all  postal  revenues  be  deposited  in 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and  that  Congress  annually  appro- 
priate all  of  the  Postal  Service's  funds.  The  House  bill  also  revised 
the  authorization  for  public  service  appropriations,  which  under 
current  law  are  related  to  10  percent  of  fiscal  year  1971  appropriations 
for  a  definite  period  of  time,  by  repealing  existing  law  and  substituting 
a  general  authorization  for  public  service  appropriations  without 
specific  financial  or  time  limitations. 

Section  2  of  the  Senate  bill  did  not  change  the  present  authority 
of  Postal  Service  finances,  but  added  a  new  authorization  for  $500 
million  for  each  of  the  periods  ending  September  30,  1976,  and  Sep- 
tember 30, 1977. 

The  conference  substitute  retains  existing  law  relating  to  the  perma- 
nent appropriation  of  postal  revenues  to  the  postal  service  and  the 
existing  law  on  authorizations  for  public  service  appropriations,  reve- 
nue foregone,  and  certain  incidental  expenses.  The  conference  substi- 
tute also  includes  an  authorization  for  two  appropriations  of  $500,- 
000,000  each.  It  is  the  understanding  of  the  managers  that  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  will  transmit  to  the  Congress  a  request 
for  both  appropriations  immediately  following  the  enactment  of  this 
legislation.  The  authorization  under  the  new  section  2401(d)  (1)  for 
$500,000,000  shall  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  retiring  the  accumulated 
operating  deficit  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service  as  of  September  30, 
1976.  The  new  section  240i(d)(2)  authorizes  an  appropriation  of 
$500,000,000  to  be  used  to  retire  the  accumulated  operating  indebted- 
ness for  the  fiscal  year  1977. 
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It  is  the  intent  of  the  managers  that  the  $1  billion  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  under  the  conference  agreement  is  to  be  applied  toward 
the  outstanding  indebtedness  incurred  by  the  Postal  Service  during 
the  respective  periods. 

The  managers  have  concluded  that  application  of  the  $1  billion  in 
this  manner  will  have  the  same  effect  as  allowing  the  Postal  Service 
to  use  these  funds  to  pay  current  operating  expenses,  since  under  either 
application  the  total  outstanding  indebtedness  will  undoubtedly  re- 
main the  same  and  further,  the  Postal  Service  will  have  available  to 
it  the  same  amount  of  funds  needed  for  its  operations. 

The  conference  substitute  also  establishes  new  reporting  require- 
ments on  the  Postal  Service.  Under  existing  law,  the  Postal  Service 
is  required  to  submit  a  statement  each  year  in  compliance  with  the 
postal  policy  of  section  101  of  title  39,  United  States  Code. 

Both  House  bill  and  the  Senate  bill  expanded  substantially  upon 
the  present  reporting  requirements.  The  conference  substitute  adopts 
the  principle  expressed  in  the  Senate  bill  and  also  requires  that  the 
Postal  Service  appear  before  the  Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  of  the  House  and  the  Senate  before  March  15  of  each  year  to 
testify  and  respond  to  questions  relating  to  the  Postal  Service. 

The  managers  are  particularly  mindful  of  the  need  for  effective  over- 
sight of  postal  operations  to  insure  that  the  postal  services  provided 
the  public  shall  continue  at  an  effective  level  and  at  reasonable  rates. 
The  failure  of  the  Postal  Service  to  provide  the  kind  of  extensive  in- 
formation which  can  sustain  legislative  and  public  confidence  in  the 
Postal  Service,  whether  international  or  the  result  of  oversight,  must 
not  continue.  The  provisions  of  section  2401  of  title  39,  requiring  an 
annual  report  concerning  the  Postal  Service's  compliance  with  the 
public  service  policy  of  section  101  of  title  39  has  never  been  more  than 
a  simple  recitation  of  the  number  of  post  offices  in  rural  areas  which 
have  been  opened,  closed,  or  changed  in  status  since  the  last  report. 
The  new  reporting  requirements  go  far  beyond  that  kind  of  enumera- 
tion and,  coupled  with  the  requirement  for  appearances  by  officials  of 
the  Postal  Service  before  the  legislative  committees  responsible  for 
oversight  of  postal  affairs,  will  promote  better  administration  of  con- 
gressional policy,  and  better  relations  between  the  Executive  and 
Legislative  branches. 

DOOR    AND    CURBLINE    DELIVERY    STANDARDS 

Section  2  of  the  House  bill  required  the  Postal  Service  to  provide 
door  or  curbline  delivery  to  residential  addresses  under  conditions  de- 
termined by  local  government  authorities.  Where  permitted  by  local 
authority,  the  Postal  Service  could  provide  "clusterbox"  delivery  to 
residences.  The  imposition  of  these  delivery  requirements  was  condi- 
tional upon  public  service  appropriations. 

Section  2  of  the  Senate  bill  required  the  Postal  Service,  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  new  public  service 
appropriation  and  ending  on  the  date  the  report  of  the  Commission 
on  Postal  Service  is  filed,  to  provide  door  or  curbline  delivery  to  all 
new  residentinl  addresses.  Xo  clusterbox  delivery  was  authorized  and 
local  governmental  authority  was  not  involved. 


532 


The  conferees  are  mindful  of  the  problems  that  now  exist  in  con- 
nection with  the  establishment  of  new  delivery  routes.  However,  it  is 
also  recognized  that  this  matter  is  one  proper  for  consideration  by  the 
Commission  on  Postal  Service  established  by  section  7  of  the  Confer- 
ence Agreement.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  conferees  that  the  Commission 
include  this  matter  in  its  studies  and  report. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  Senate  language. 

MORATORIUM    ON    RATE   INCREASES,    SERVICE    CHANGES,   AND 
POST    OFFICE    CLOSINGS 

The  House  bill  did  not  include  language  regarding  a  moratorium  on 
rate  increases  or  service  changes. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  during  the  period  beginning  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  new  appropriation  and  ending  on  the  date 
the  report  of  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  is  filed,  the  Postal 
Service  shall  not  increase  any  rate  of  postage  or  any  fee  for  any  postal 
service,  shall  provide  services  to  all  patrons  in  all  areas  at  the  same 
level,  and  of  the  same  type,  as  were  being  provided  on  July  1,  1976, 
and  shall  not  close  any  post  office  except  in  the  case  of  very  small  com- 
munities where  patrons  of  the  office  give  their  consent  to  the  closing. 

The  conference  provision  adopts  the  Senate  language. 

PARCEL    POSTAL    RATES 

Section  2  of  the  House  bill  provided  that  the  public  service  appro- 
priations to  the  Postal  Service  could  not  be  utilized  or  expended  in 
such  a  manner  as  would  effect  a  reduction  of  more  than  10  percent  in 
the  rates  established  under  chapter  36  of  title  39  for  parcel  post. 

Section  2  of  the  Senate  bill  provided  that  rates  for  parcel  post 
established  under  chapter  36  of  title  39  could  not  be  more  than  10 
percent  less  than  they  would  be  if  the  new  appropriation  were  not 
enacted. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  new  language  which  adopts  the 
principle  of  the  House  bill — that  parcel  post  rates  shall  not  benefit 
from  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  the  Postal  Service  to  an  extent 
which  would  result  in  the  establishment  of  parcel  post  rates  at  levels 
more  than  10  percent  below  the  levels  which  would  be  established  if  no 
appropriations  for  public  services  and  for  the  purposes  described  in 
the  new  section  2401  (d)  were  made. 

FAILURES    OF    APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  bill  contained  language  clarifying  when  there  may 
occur  a  failure  of  appropriations  within  the  meaning  of  section  3627 
of  title  39.  Existing  law  authorizes  the  Postal  Service  to  initiate  pro- 
ceedings under  subchapter  II  of  chapter  36  of  title  39  if  Congress  fails 
to  appropriate  funds  pursuant  to  section  2401(c).  Beginning  in  fiscal 
year  1972,  the  President  has  refused  to  request  some  of  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated,  including  the  funds  for  extended  phas- 
ing authorized  under  Public  Law  93-328. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  the  failure  of  the  President  to  request 
the  appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appro- 
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priated  under  section  2401  of  title  39  may  not  be  deemed  a  failure  of 
appropriations,  and  also  provided  that  the  failure  of  the  President 
to  request  the  appropriations  of  such  funds  would  not  relieve  the 
Postal  Service  from  the  responsibility  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  this  legislation  relating  to  the  moratorium  on  rate  increases  and 
service  changes,  the  requirement  for  door  or  curblme  delivery,  and 
the  new  reporting  requirements  to  the  Congress. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  adopcs  the  Senate  language  except  that 
the  language  is  modified  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of  interpreting 
the  language  to  establish  a  relationship  between  the  appropriation  of 
funds  to  the  Postal  Service  and  the  reporting  requirements  imposed 
upon  the  Postal  Service  under  this  legislation.  These  provisions  are 
entirely  separate.  In  addition,  it  should  be  understood  that  a  failure 
of  appropriations  occurs  only  when  Congress  enacts  legislation  appro- 
priating funds  to  the  Postal  Service  pursuant  to  section  2401  of  titie  39 
and  that  legislation  does  not  include  an  amount  estimated  to  be  neces- 
sary to  pay  the  difference  between  reduced  rates  and  full  rates.  In  that 
case,  a  proceeding  under  section  3627  permitting  rate  adjustments  in 
accordance  with  subchapter  II  of  chapter  36  could  be  undertaken. 

POSTAL    RATE    COMMISSION    PROVISIONS 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  bill  included  substantially  simi- 
lar language  making  changes  in  the  organizational  structure  of  the 
Postal  Kate  Commission. 

The  appointment  of  the  Commission  was  changed  from  direct  Presi- 
dential appointment  to  nomination  by  the  President  and  Senate  con- 
firmation. Commissioners  are  allowed  to  continue  in  office  until  a 
successor  has  qualified,  and  the  power  of  the  chairman  to  exercise  the 
executive  authority  for  the  agency  has  been  clarified. 

In  the  consideration  of  rate  and  classification  cases,  the  House  bill 
provided  that  both  types  of  cases  would  be  subject  to  a  10-month 
period  for  hearing  and  decision.  The  Senate  bill  adopted  the  10-month 
provision  for  postal  rates  cases,  but  retained  existing  law,  which  im- 
poses no  limits,  for  mail  classification  cases.  The  conference  substitute 
adopts  the  Senate  provision. 

In  setting  temporary  rates  and  making  temporary  changes  in  mail 
classifications,  the  House  bill  applied  a  10-month  waiting  period  in 
both  instances,  while  the  Senate  bill  applied  the  10-month  period  to 
rate  increases,  but  retained  the  90-day  waiting  period  for  classifica- 
tion changes.  The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  Senate  language. 

The  House  bill  removed  the  proceedings  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion from  the  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5 
U.S. C.  556-557)  and  provided  instead  that  the  Commission  would  be 
authorized  to  hold  hearings  under  less  rigorous  standards  than  those 
now  required  for  its  proceedings. 

The  Senate  bill  made  no  change  in  existing  law. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  Senate  position. 

The  House  bill  required  that  Commissioners  of  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  appointed  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  legislation 
would  be  subject  to  Senate  confirmation,  but  that  the  new  require- 
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ment  would  not  be  applicable  to  an  incumbent  unless  he  were 
reappointed. 

The  Senate  bill  was  similar  to  the  House  bill  except  that  in  the  pro- 
vision relating  to  incumbent  commissioners,  the  requirement  for  Sen- 
ate confirmation  did  not  apply  if  the  commissioner  has  served  fewer 
than  two  years. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  House  provision. 

The  House  bill  contained  2  sections  vesting  authority  in  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  to  review  the  activities  of  the  Postal  Service,  to 
secure  data  from  the  Postal  Service,  to  conduct  hearings  relating  to 
the  activities  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Postal  Service  and  to 
issue  subpenas  to  compel  the  production  of  evidence  and  the  testimony 
of  witnesses. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  similar  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  no  provision. 

The  managers  wish  to  emphasize  that,  under  existing  law,  the  Postal 
Service  must  provide  the  Commission  with  prompt  and  reliable  data 
in  order  for  the  Commission  to  cany  out  its  responsibilities  under  the 
law.  Under  this  legislation  the  Commission  has  been  granted  the  addi- 
tional authority  to  suspend  implementation  of  proposed  temporary 
rates  an  a  day  for  day  basis  when  it  determines  that  the  Postal  Service 
has  engaged  in  undue  delays  during  consideration  of  rate  cases.  This 
authority  should  be  sufficient  to  insure  postal  service  cooperation.  If 
it  is  not,  further  consideration  should  be  given  this  matter  by  the  ap- 
propriate committees  of  the  Congress. 

CHANGES    IX    THE    NATURE    OF    POSTAL    SERVICES 

The  House  bill  provided  a  definition  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
when  the  Postal  Service  must  submit  a  request  for  an  advisory  opinion 
by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  under  section  3661  of  title  39.  Under 
existing  law,  a  change  in  the  nature  of  postal  services  which  has  a 
nationwide  or  substantially  nationwide  impact  must  be  reviewed  by 
the  Commission,  but  the  words  ''change  in  the  nature  of  postal  service'' 
are  not  defined.  Section  6(d)  of  the  House  bill  defined  the  term  to  mean 
"any  change  or  alteration  in  the  type,  quality,  terms,  or  conditions  of 
providing  for  the  receipt,  transmission,  or  delivery  of  mail  matter  of 
any  type.'' 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  Senate  provision. 

CRITERIA    FOR    FIXING    POSTAL    RATES 

The  House  bill  included  a  provision  adding  a  new  factor  to  be  taken 
into  account  by  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  in  recommending  postal 
rates.  This  new  criterion  is  "the  educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and 
informational  value  to  the  recipient  of  mail  matter.'' 

The  Senate  bill  did  not  contain  any  provision  on  this  issue. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  House  provision. 

MAILING    PERMITS 

The  House  bill  provided  that  certain  publications  would  be  en- 
titled to  mail  at  second-class  rates  notwithstanding  recent  administra- 
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tive  efforts  by  the  Postal  Service  to  withdraw  such  mailing  permits 
from  these  publications.  Included  in  the  provision  were  college  and 
university  course  catalogs,  periodicals  relating  to  continuing  legal 
education  published  by  an  educational  institution  or  a  nonprofit  or- 
ganization, and  looseleaf  publications  relating  to  law  and  public 
policy. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  House  provision. 

The  House  bill  also  extended  nonprofit  mailing  status  to  political 
committees  qualified  for  tax  credit  contributions  under  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  to  one  publication  published  by  a  state  fish  or  wild- 
life agency,  and  broadened  the  definition  of  an  agricultural  nonproft 
association  or  organization  to  include  such  associations  engaged  in  the 
harvesting  of  marine  life. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provisions. 

The  conference  substitute  adoots  the  House  provisions  relating  to 
publications  of  a  State  fish  or  wildlife  agency  and  relating  to  the  defi- 
nition of  an  agricultural  nonprofit  association  or  organization.  The 
conference  substitute  does  not  include  the  provision  extending  non- 
profit mailing  status  to  political  committees  qualified  for  tax  credit 
contributions  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

BOOK    RATES 

The  House  bill  contained  a  provision  making  the  rates  applicable 
for  books  mailed  between  schools  and  libraries  applicable  to  the  rates 
for  books  when  mailed  by  a  publisher  or  distributor  to  a  school  or 
library. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  House  langauge. 

PROCEDURES  FOR  CLOSING  OR  CONSOLIDATING  POST  OFFICES 

The  Senate  bill  included  a  provision  requiring  the  Postal  Service  to 
give  public  notice  of  its  intent  to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office  60 
days  in  advance :  to  give  the  public  an  opportunity  to  express  its  views 
on  the  plan ;  to  comply  with  specific  criteria  in  making  such  determi- 
nations, and  to  issue  a  final  decision  60  days  before  an  office  could  be 
closed  or  consolidated.  A  postal  patron  of  such  a  post  office  would  be 
entitled  to  appeal  the  decision  to  a  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for 
a  judicial  determination. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  provision  on  this  issue. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  Senate  provision  except  that 
the  right  of  appeal  to  a  United  States  court  of  appeals  is  deleted  and 
instead  there  shall  be  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 
The  managers  intended  that  an  appeal  to  the  Commission  under  this 
new  provision  may  be  made  only  by  a  regular  patron  of  a  post  office 
which  has  been  ordered  to  be  closed  or  consolidated.  Also,  the  managers 
intend  .that  this  provision  apply  to  post  offices  only  and  not  to  other 
postal  facilities. 

TEMPORARY    POSTAL    RATE    INCREASES 

The  House  bill  provided  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  increase 
which  could  be  made  by  the  Postal  Service  in  establishing  temporary 
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rates.  This  provision  was  adopted  when  the  bill  was  reported  by  the 
House  last  year.  Since  that  time,  temporary  rates  have  already  been 
established  and  have  subsequently  been  replaced  by  permanent  rates. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  need  for  this  provision. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  contained  no  provision. 

USE   OF   LETTERBOXES   BY   NONPROFIT   ORGANIZATIONS 

The  House  bill  contained  a  provision  which  authorized  certain  non- 
profit organizations  to  use  volunteers  to  deposit  mail  matter  relating 
to  the  activities  of  the  associations  in  postal  patrons  letter  boxes  with- 
out payment  of  postage. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  no  provision. 

APPOINTMENT  OF   THE   POSTMASTER   GENERAL   AND 
DEPUTY    POSTMASTER    GENERAL 

The  House  bill  contained  a  provision  which  required  that  the  Post- 
master General  and  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General  be  appointed  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  no  provision. 

The  conferees  have  taken  note  that  a  majority  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  current  method  of  appoint- 
ment of  the  Postmaster  General  and  Deputy  Postmaster  General 
should  be  revised.  The  conferees,  therefore,  expect  the  Commission  or 
Postal  Service  to  study  and  issue  recommendations  on  the  feasibility 
and  desirability  of  alternative  methods  of  appointment.  In  particular, 
the  Commission  should  give  attention  to  the  length  of  terms  of  office, 
if  any,  and  the  alternative  of  appointment  by  the  President  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

COMMISSION    ON    POSTAL    SERVICE 

The  House  bill  established  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  con- 
sisting of  five  members  appointed  as  follows:  two,  (including  the 
chairman)  by  the  President,  and  one  each  by  the  President  pro  tem- 
pore of  the  Senate,  the  Speaker  of  the  House,  and  the  Postmaster 
General.  The  Commission  was  to  study  specific  areas — particularly 
the  public  service  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service,  and  the  method  of  es- 
tablishing postal  rates.  In  the  House  version,  the  Commission  would 
report  to  the  President  and  Congress  within  two  years. 

The  Senate  bill  established  the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  con- 
sisting of  ten  members:  four  (including  the  chairman)  appointed  by 
the  President,  and  three  each  appointed  by  the  President  pro  tempore 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House.  One  appointee  of  each 
House  was  to  be  a  member  of  the  Postal  Service  work  force.  The 
Postmaster  General  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
were  to  be  ex  officio  members  without  a  vote. 
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The  Commission  in  the  Senate  bill  was  required  simply  to  study 
problems  facing"  the  Postal  Service  and  issue  recommendations  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  by  February  5,  1977.  The  only  specific 
charge  was  that  the  Commission  report  on  the  feasibility  and  desir- 
ability of  relaxing  the  Private  Express  Statutes. 

The  conferees  concluded  that  a  smaller  commission  would  be  more 
efficient.  Therefore,  they  adopted  language  establishing  a  seven  mem- 
ber Commission:  three  appointed  by  the  President  and  two  each  by 
the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 
The  language  requiring  that  one  appointee  of  each  House  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Postal  Service  work  force  was  retained.  The  Postmaster 
General  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  were  re- 
tained as  ex  officio  members  without  a  vote. 

The  general  responsibility  of  the  Commission  to  study  postal  prob- 
lems was  retained.  However,  the  Commission  was  also  required  to 
study  and  issue  recommendations  on  several  specific  areas  of  interest, 
including  public  service  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  the  Commission  should  not  study  areas 
relating  to  matters  covered  under  chapter  12  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code. 

The  conferees  also  adopted  language  requiring  the  Commission  to 
report  to  the  President  and  Congress  by  March  15, 1977.  The  conferees 
accepted  Senate  language  requiring  appointment  of  the  members  of 
the  Commission  within  fifteen  days  after  date  of  enactment.  There- 
after, a  quorum  of  those  appointed  can  conduct  business. 

SIZE    AND    WEIGHT   LIMITS 

The  Senate  bill  contained  a  provision  expanding  the  size  and  weight 
limits  for  surface-air  mail  parcels  (SAM)  addressed  to  military  in- 
stallations of  the  Armed  Forces  outside  the  48  contiguous  States.  Under 
existing  law.  the  maximum  weight  is  15  pounds  and  the  maximum  size 
is  60  inches  in  length  and  girth  combined.  The  Senate  bill  would  have 
increased  these  dimensions  to  70  pounds  and  100  inches  (the  limits 
which  presently  apply  to  incoming  SAM  mail). 

The  House  bill  contained  no  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  contains  no  provision. 

David  X.  Henderson, 
Morris  K.  Udall, 
Robert  X.  C.  Xix, 
Jim  Hanley, 
William  D.  Ford, 
Edward  Derwinski, 
Albert  W.  Johnson, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Gale  W.  McGee, 
Jennings  Randolph. 
Q.  Burdick, 
Ted  Stevens, 
Henry  Bellmon, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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POSTAL  ORGANIZATION  ACT 

AMENDMENTS   OF   1976— CONFER- 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  H.R.  8603  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re- 
port will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
8603)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
with  respect  to  the  organizational  and  finan- 
cial matters  of  the  United  States  Postal  Serv- 
ice and  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
this  report,  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  con- 
ferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  conference  report. 

(The  conference  report  is  printed  in 
the  House  proceedings  of  today's 
Record.) 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill  as 
it  was  approved  by  the  conference  com- 
mittee retains  the  salient  features  of  the 
Senate  version  of  H.R.  8603.  It  author- 
izes two  appropriations  of  $500  million 
each  before  the  end  of  September,  1977, 
and  places  a  moratorium  on  rate  in- 
creases and  service  cutbacks  while  a 
Commission  on  Postal  Service  studies 
postal  operations. 

The  moratorium  and  study  period  were 
extended  1  month  by  the  conferees 
until  March  15,  1977.  The  size  of  the 
Commission  was  reduced  from  10  to  7 
members,  with  the  Postmaster  General 
and  Chairman  of  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission serving  as  additional  nonvoting 
members. 

Conferees  on  the  bill  also  approved  a 
provision  to  insure  annual  oversight  of 
the  Postal  Service  by  Congress.  Also 
agreed  to  was  a  Senate  amendment  pro- 
viding permanent  procedures  to  be  fol- 
lowed in  cases  where  the  Postal  Service 
proposes  to  close  or  consolidate  a  post 
office  and  providing  affected  patrons  the 
right  to  appeal  to  the  Postal  Rate  Com- 
mission. Rate  commissioners  also  would 
become  subject  to  Senate  confirmation 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  I  object  to 
its  consideration  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objection 
is  heard. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  those  2  minutes 
not  be  charged  to  anyone. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
indicates  it  does  not  take  unanimous 
consent  to  consider  a  conference  report. 
A  conference  report  is  privileged  busi- 
ness. 


Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Then  the  time  is  not 
charged  to  my  side  of  the  debate;  is  that 
right? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No.  The 
objection  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is 
not  in  order.  That  was  the  point  of  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port the  conference  committee  report  on 
H.R.  8603,  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
Amendments  of  1976,  which  has  been 
presented  by  the  able  chairman  of  our 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice, Senator  McGee.  The  Senate-House 
conference  committee  members  worked 
diligently  through  Monday  to  develop 
this  compromise  bill. 

It  is  gratifying  that  the  conferees  ap- 
proved with  a  modification  my  proposal 
to  stop  the  indiscriminate  closing  and 
consolidation  of  post  offices  throughout 
the  Nation.  Under  this  amendment,  the 
Postal  Service  must  consider  citizen 
comments  on  a  local  basis.  Rural  areas 
and  small  towns  in  West  Virginia  and 
throughout  the  country  will  have  the  as- 
surance of  a  fair  and  thorough  review 
prior  to  the  closure  or  consolidation  of 
any  postal  facility. 

The  Senate  last  week  passed  this  pro- 
posal by  a  vote  of  60  to  13.  It  would  re- 
quire the  Postal  Service  to  notify  the 
patrons  of  a  post  office  at  least  60  days  in 
advance  of  the  intention  to  close  or  con- 
solidate such  office.  The  public  would 
have  an  opportunity  to  present  its  views. 

Further,  the  Postal  Service  must  con- 
sider the  impact  on  the  public,  postal 
employees,  postal  policy,  and  costs  in 
reaching  the  decision  to  close  or  consoli- 
date. 

On  any  determination  to  close  or  con- 
solidate an  office,  the  Postal  Service  must 
issue  it  findings  and  decision  in  writing 
and  must  make  them  available  to  af- 
fected persons.  The  Postal  Service  can- 
not complete  action  until  60  days  after 
the  decision  is  made  available  to  the 
public. 

In  the  Senate-passed  bill,  a  patron  of 
the  office  could  appeal  the  decision  to 
any  U.S.  court  of  appeals  within  30 
days.  The  court  could  affirm  or  reverse 

the  decision  or  return  it  to  the  Postal 
Service  for  further  consideration.  It  was 
in  this  provision  that  a  modification  was 
made  by  the  conference.  The  appeal  was 
changed  from  the  court  of  appeals  to  an 
administrative  appeal  to  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission.  The  Commission  would  be 
required  to  adhere  to  the  same  standards 
and  have  the  same  authorities  as  con- 
tained in  the  original  Senate  appeals 
provision. 

The  effective  date  of  closing  and  con- 
solidation proposal  is  February  16,  1977. 

Mr.  President,  this  provision  on  the 
closings  and  consolidations  of  post  offices, 
together  with  the  moratorium  included 
in  the  Senate  bill  and  agreed  on  by  the 
conferees,  provides  a  mechanism  to  pre- 
vent the  indiscriminate  closiner  and  con- 
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solidation  of  smaller  post  offices.  The 
moratorium,  inserted  in  the  Senate  bill 
as  a  result  of  our  earlier  legislation  and 
at  my  urging,  terminates  on  February 
15, 1977.  At  that  time  the  procedures  that 
I  have  outlined  on  closings  and  con- 
solidations will  become  effective. 

As  Senators  know,  under  the  mora- 
torium the  Postal  Service  shall  not  close 
any  post  office  serving  35  or  more  families 
which  was  operating  on  July  1,  1976. 
Smaller  post  offices  operating  on  that 
date  could  not  be  closed  unless  60  per- 
cent of  the  adult  patrons  give  written 
consent. 

Mr.  President,  the  action  by  the  con- 
ferees is  indicative  of  the  concern  of 
Members  of  the  Congress  that  a  maxi- 
mum degree  of  effective  and  regular 
postal  service  must  be  provided  in  rural 
areas  and  smaller  towns.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  provision  on  clos- 
ings and  consolidations  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows :  • 

Sec.  9  (a)  Section  404  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)" 
immediately  before  "Without"  and  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection: 

"(b)  (1)  The  Postal  Service,  prior  to  making 
a  determination  under  subsection  (a)(3)  as 
to  the  necessity  for  the  closing  or  consolida- 
tion of  any  post  office,  shall  provide  adequate 
notice  of  its  intention  to  close  or  consolidate 
such  post  office  at  least  60  days  prior  to  the 
proposed  date  of  such  closing  or  consolida- 
tion to  persons  served  by  such  post  office  to 
insure,  that  such  persons  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  present  their  views. 

"(2)  The  Postal  Service,  in  making  a  de- 
termination whether  or  not  to  close  or  con- 
solidate a  post  office,  shall  consider — 

"(A)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  con- 
solidation on  the  community  served  by  such 
post  office; 

"(B)  the  effect  of  such  closing  or  consoli- 
dation on  employees  of  the  Postal  Service 
employed  at  such  office; 

"(C)  whether  such  closing  or  consolida- 
tion is  consistent  with  the  policy  of  the  Gov- 
ernment as  stated  in  section  101(b)  of  this 
title,  that  the  Postal  Service  shall  provide  a 
maximum  degree  of  effective  and  regular 
postal  services  to  rural  areas,  communities, 
and  small  towns  where  post  offices  are  not  t 
self-sustaining;  ' 


"(D)  the  economic  savings  to  the  Postal 
Service  resulting  from  such  closing  or  con- 
solidation; and 

"(E)  such  other  factors  as  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice determines  are  necessary. 

"(3)  Any  determination  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office  shall 
be  in  writing  and  shall  include  the  findings 
of  the  Postal  Service  with  respect  to  the 
considerations  required  to  be  made  under 
paragraph  (2).  Such  determination  and  find- 
ing shall  be  made  available  to  persons  served 
by  such  post  office. 

"(4)  The  Postal  Service  shall  take  no  ac- 
tion to  close  or  consolidate  a  post  office 
until  60  days  after  its  written  determination 
is  made  available  to  persons  served  by  such 
post  office. 

"(5)  A  determination  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  close  or  consolidate  any  post  office  may 
be  appealed  by  a  person  served  by  such  office 
to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  within  30 
days  after  such  determination  is  made  avail- 
able to  persons  served  by  such  post  office  un- 
der paragraph  (3) .  The  Commission  shall  re- 
view such  determination  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  before  the  Postal  Service  in  the  mak- 
ing of  such  determination.  The  Commission 
shall  make  a  determination  based  upon  such 
review  no  later  than  120  days  after  receiving 
any  appeal  under  this  paragraph.  The  Com- 
mission shall  set  aside  any  determination, 
findings,  and  conclusions  found  to  be — 

"(A)  arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion, or  otherwise  not  in  accordance  with 
the  law;  / 

"(B)  without  observance  of  procedure  re- 
quired by  law;  or 

"(C)  unsupported  by  substantial  evidence 
on  the  record. 

The  Commission  may  affirm  the  determi- 
nation of  the  Postal  Service  or  order  that 
the  entire  matter  be  returned  for  further 
consideration,  but  the  Commission  may  not 
modify  the  determination  of  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, The  Commission  may  suspend  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  determination  of  the  Postal 
Service  until  final  disposition  of  the  appeal. 
The  provisions  of  section  556,  section  557, 
and  chapter  7  of  title  5  shall  not  apply  to  any 
review  carried  out  by  the  Commission  under 
this  paragraph.". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference  re- 
port. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  the 
previous  order,  the  Senator  from  Wis- 
consin (Mr.  Proxmire)  is  recognized  for 
not  to  exceed  10  minutes. 
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CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R.  8603, 
POSTAL   REORGANIZATION 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
«H.R.  8603)  to  amend  title  39.  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  orga- 
nizational and  financial  matters  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service  and  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state- 
ment of  the  managers  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

<  For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Au- 
gust 31,  1976.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON  (during  the  read- 
ing) .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  further  reading  of  the  state- 
ment be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  is  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume, 

(Mr.    HENDERSON   asked    and   was 

given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
conference  report  was  agreed  to  unani- 
mously by  all  of  the  House  and  Senate 
conferees  who  participated.  Senator 
Fong  was  absent  from  the  meeting  and 
was  not  able  to  participate  in  the  agree- 
ment. 

The  report  has  two  particularly  im- 
portant aspects  which  I  will  discuss  and 

I  will  call  on  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  <Mr.  Hanley)  ,  chairman  of  our 
Subcommittee  on  Postal  Service  to  ex- 
plain the  details  of  the  agreement. 

First,  what  does  the  conference  report 
do  with  the  Alexander  amendment? 

Second,  what  impact  will  the  authori- 
zation for  additional  funds  have  on  the 
second  concurrent  budget  resolution? 

The  House  conferees  began  prelimi- 
nary discussions  on  the  differences  at 
9:30  a.m.  on  Monday,  August  26,  and 
then  met  with  the  Senate  conferees  from 

II  a.m.  until  after  5  p.m.  before  the  last 
difference  had  been  resolved. 

We  first  passed  over  the  Alexander 
amendment  until  the  other  major  differ- 
ences in  the  conference  were  resolved  in 
order  to  afford  a  comprehensive  discus- 
sion of  the  role  that  should  be  played  by 
the  Congress  in  overseeing  and  reviewing 
the  operations  of  the  Postal  Service. 

As  you  know,  the  Alexander  amend- 
ment is  not  a  part  of  the  conference 


agreement,  but  I  am  confident  that  the 
conference  agreement  provides  more 
meaningful  legislative  controls  than 
would  have  been  provided  by  the  Alex- 
ander amendment. 

The  Alexander  amendment  would  have 
required  the  Appropriations  Committee 
to  appropriate  the  postal  budget  each 
year,  and  would  have  required  the  entire 
budget  of  the  Postal  Service,  more  than 
$14  billion  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  to 
have  been  included  in  the  budget.  - 

One  of  the  lessons  we  learned  under 
the  old  system  of  annually  appropriating 
money  to  the  Post  Office  Department  was 
that  there  never  was  very  much  room  for 
adjustment  in  the  postal  budget.  Fixed 
costs  were  almost  never  subject  to  rea- 
sonable manipulation.  Payroll,  transpor- 
tation costs,  facility  expenses,  and  mate- 
rials accounted  for  nearly  all  the  postal 
budget.  They  still  do.  The  only  room  for 
"fattening  up"  or  "whittling  down"  the 
postal  budget  was  to  postpone  projects 
for  new  buildings  or  to  cut  back  upon  the 
merger  funds  used  for  research  and  de- 
velopment. That  kind  of  fiscal  manage- 
ment bears  a  large  measure  of  the  re- 
sponsibility for  the  accumulated  prob- 
lems of  the  postal  system  which  lead  to 
the  demand  for  changes  in  1969  and  1970. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
as  well  as  the  Senate  remember  those 
problems  and  the  origin  of  those  prob- 
lems. All  of  the  managers  for  the  House 
have  served  on  the  committee  for  at  least 
12  years,  and  have  experienced  the  prob- 
lems of  the  Postal  Service.  It  was  our 
judgment,  based  on  that  experience  over 
the  years,  that  putting  the  Postal  Service 
back  under  the  annual  appropriation 
process  would  not  have  been  an  effective 
way  to  try  to  solve  the  problems  which 
so  many  of  our  colleagues  have  brought 

to  our  attention  during  the  past  year 
or  two. 

The  frustrations  which  have,  time  and 
time  again,  been  expressed  to  us  about 
the  Postal  Service,  closing  of  post  offices, 
consolidating  post  officers,  failing  to  pro- 
vide the  kind  of  service  with  the  speed 
and  reliability  which  was  once  character- 
istic of  the  Postal  Service,  will  not  be 
solved  merely  by  requiring  annual  ap- 
propriations. The  better  answer,  in  our 
opinion,  is  effective  and  continuous  over- 
sight by  the  Congress  to  insure  that  poli- 
cies of  the  Congress,  as  expressed  in  law 
and  other  ways,  are  faithfully  carried  out 
by  the  Postal  Service. 

The  conference  report  includes  very 
specific  and  stringent  requirements  to  in- 
sure that  result.  Under  existing  law,  the 
Postal  Service  is.  required  to  prepare  an 
annual  report  as  well  as  a  report  to  the 
Congress  on  its  compliance  with  the  pub- 
lic service  cost  provisions  of  title  39.  Since 
postal  reorganization,  those  reports  have 
been  little  more  than  a  picture  book  and 
an  enumeration  of  how  many  small  post 
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offices  there  are  this  year  compared  to 
last  year. 

The  conference  report  requires  a  much 
broader  regular  reporting  system  to  the 
Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice and  the  Committees  on  Appropria- 
tions. The  Postal  Service  is  specifically 
required  to  submit  its  budget  to  the  Con- 
gress at  the  same  time  it  submits  its 
budget  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  so  that  we  can  study  it  well  in 
advance  of  the  beginning  of  a  new  Con- 
gress. The  new  law  will  also  require  the 
Postal  Service  to  submit  a  comprehensive 
statement  relating  to  its  plans,  policies, 
and  procedures  for  complying  with  all  of 
the  policy  provisions  of  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act. 

The  Service  must  prepare  a  general 
statement  on  postal  operations  and  de- 
tailed reports  on  the  speed  and  relia- 
bility of  service,  mail  volume,  employee 
productivity,  trends  in  postal  operations, 
and  analyses  of  the  probable  impact  of 
internal  and  external  factors  which  may 
presently  or  in  the  future  affect  the 
Postal  Service.  The  Postal  Service  is  also 
required  to  provide  a  detailed  financial 
statement.  Finally,  any  other  material 
which  the  Committee  may  wish  to  have 
in  order  to  be  fully  and  currently  con- 
sulted and  informed  must  be  provided. 

That  is  not  all.  After  the  submission 
of  this  material,  the  new  law  will  require 
the  Postal  Service  to  appear  before  the 
Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  to  submit  information  which  the 
committees  consider  necessary  to  eva- 
luate the  postal  budget  and  make  an 
independent  judgment  of  postal  opera- 
tions. The  law  will  require  the  submis- 
sion of  this  information  so  that  each 
committee  may  determine  the  validity 
of  the  postal  budget  as  well  as  judge 
whether  the  Postal  Service  is  carrying 
out  the  law  as  the  Congress  has  en- 
acted it. 

If  the  committees  iind  that  the  Postal 
Service  has  been  remiss  or  that  the  esti- 
mate of  ■  expenditures  and  requests  for 
appropriations  under  section  2401  of 
title  39  or  under  section  2004  of  title  39 
in  the  case  of  requests  for  transitional 
appropriations,  the  committees  may  take 
whatever  action  it  deems  appropriate.  I 
think  it  would  be  appropriate  in  such 
cases  for  the  legislative  committee  to 
advise  the  Appropriations  Committee  of 
its  views  and  recommend  that  the 
amount  appropriated  to  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice for  public  services,  revenues  foregone, 
or  other  amounts  authorized  by  law  be 
adjusted. 

This  language  stops  just  short  of  re- 
quiring annual  authorization  of  the 
funds  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Postal 
Service  for  public  services.  The  existing 
law,  which  authorizes  a  public  service 
appropriation  related  to  fiscal  year  1971 
levels  and  which  authorizes  revenue 
foregone     appropriations     for     certain 


kinds  of  second-,  third-,  and  fourth- 
class  mail,  is  not  disturbed,  but  this  new 
language  makes  it  clear  that  the  Post- 
master General  must  come  to  the  Con- 
gress and  present  a  detailed  justification 
to  the  legislative  committee  on  all  as- 
pects of  postal  operations,  and  the  com- 
mittee is  directed  to  take  such  action  as 
it  deems  appropriate  after  the  Postal 
Service  has  presented  its  case. 

I  am  certain  that  this  system  can 
work.  I  believe  that  the  principal  reasons 
for  the  deterioration  of  the  relationship 
between  the  Postal  Service  and  the  Con- 
gress and  the  public's  dissatisfaction 
with  the  Postal  Service  have  been  a  sus- 
tained attempt  on  the  part  of  postal  offi- 
cials to  ignore  the  reality  that  the  Postal 
Service  must  respond  to  the  legitimate 
interests  and  directions  of  the  Congress, 
and  a  fixation  upon  the  goal  of  complete 
financial  independence  from  the  Con- 
gress or  the  President.  The  acknowl- 
edgment by  Postmaster  General  Bailar 
that  financial  independence  cannot  be 
achieved  in  the  foreseeable  future  and 
that  the  taxpayer  must  be  asked  to  con- 
tribute more  to  maintain  the  postal  sys- 
tem the  way  the  people  want  it,  is  a 
major  acknowledgement  of  the  reality 
of  the  situation  and  the  first  significant 
step  toward  restoring  a  partnership  with 
the  Congress  which  should  be  restored. 

The  second  point  is  the  impact  of  the 
authorization  for  an  additional  billion 
dollars  upon  the  budget  resolution.  Early 
this  year  our  committee,  in  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Budget  Act, 
requested  that  funds  be  included  in  the 
budget  to  insure  that  there  would  be  a 
sufficient  amount  available  for  an  in- 
crease in  congressional  appropriations  to 
the  Postal  Service.  The  House  Commit- 
tee on  the  Budget  rejected  that  recom- 
mendation. The  Senate  committee  ac- 
cepted the  recommendation,  but  in  con- 
ference the  billion  dollars  which  the 
Senate  approved  was  not  included.  Most 
recently,  our  Budget  Committee  has 
again  refused  to  include  the  billion  dol- 
lars, even  though  at  the  time  of  its  delib- 
erations both  Houses  had  approved  H.R. 
8603. 

In  a  letter  dated  June  18,  1976,  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  ad- 
vised the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
as  follows : 

The  Administration  is  prepared  to  accept 
legislation  and  to  transmit  a  request  to  the 
Congress  from  the- U.S.  Postal  Service  for  the 
funding  of  the  authorizations  provided  for 
under  section  2.  subject  to  the  passage  of  a 
bill  which  is  consistent  with  our  agreement. 

The  conference  report  before  the  House 
today  authorizes  the  appropriation  of 
$500  million  for  fiscal  year  1976  and  the 
transitional  quarter,  and  $500  million  foi 
fiscal  year  1977.  The  conference  report 
is  "consistent"  with  the  agreement 
which  the  OMB  letter  refers  to.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  our  Committee   on 
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Appropriations  is  prepared  to  report  leg- 
islation to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  this 
legislation  if  it  is  enacted. 

Now  let  me  point  out  where  we  will  be 
if  we  do  not  appropriate  this  money  and 
make  room  for  it  in  the  pending  budget 
resolution.  The  operating  loss  of  the 
Postal  Service  for  fiscal  year  1976  and 
the  transitional  quarter  will  be  $1,352,- 
000,000.  The  estimated  loss  for  fiscal 
year  1977  will  be  $708  million.  The  Post- 
master General  will  have  no  alternative 
but  to  request  a  rate  increase  not  later 
than  October  15,  1976,  unless  this  legis- 
lation is  enacted  and  the  appropriation  is 
forthcoming.  That  is  not  a  threat,  that 
is  simply  a  fact.  The  law  requires  that 
postal  revenues  and  appropriations  equal 
postal  costs.  The  Postmaster  General  has 
sworn  to  uphold  the  law  and  cannot 
abandon  his  commitment  to  do  his 
job  by  failing  to  insure  that  revenues  will 
equal  costs  if  there  is  any  means  to  do  it. 
If  we  do  not  include  the  money  in  the 
budget  resolution  and  appropriate  it,  we 
are  simply  telling  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral that  he  may  godhead  and  increase 
rates  to  cover  his  costs. 

The  moratorium  on  the  closing  of  post 
offices,  which  is  included  in  this  confer- 
ence report,  will  be  nullified  unless  the 
appropriation  is  made.  The  financial 
crisis  and  the  confrontation  between  the 
Congress  and  the  Postal  Service  will  not 
be  resolved. 

In  view  of  the  support  which  this 
legislation  has  now  received  from  the 
President,  the  postal  workers,  mail  users, 
and  the  Congress,  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  vote  yes  on  the  conference 
report. 

There  is  one  additional  matter  which 
I  would  like  to  clarify.  Under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  House  bill  and  the  con- 
ference report,  publishers  and  distribu- 
tors of  books  are  permitted  to  mail  books 
to  schools  and  libraries  at  the  rate  which 
heretofore  has  applied  only  to  books 
mailed  between  schools  and  libraries. 

This  is  a  special  low  rate  and  the  loss 
incurred  has  been  made  up  out  of  ap- 
propriations authorized  under  39  U.S.C. 
2401(c).  In  adopting  the  new  provision 
we  neglected  to  authorize  an  appropria- 
tion for  the  loss  which  may  occur  be- 
cause of  this  change.  Until  the  law  can 
be  changed,  we  on  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  believe  that  it 
would  be  a  suitable  solution  for  the 
Postal  Service  to  request  the  appropria- 
tion under  39  U.S.C.  2004. 

The  amount  of  money  is  about  $5  mil- 
lion, which  is  an  inconsequential  sum, 
but  which  should  be  paid  by  appropria- 
tions rather  than  charged  to  other  mail 
users. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  a  member  of  the 
committee. 


Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  rather  disap- 
pointed, as  can  be  imagined,  with  the 
conference  report  that  has  come  out. 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  understand  how 
we  are  going  to  have  greater  congres- 
sional oversight  as  a  result  of  the  con- 
ference than  we  might  have  had  had  the 
Alexander  amendment  been  made  a  part 
of  this  legislation. 

However,  since  reading  some  of  the 
provisions,  and  perhaps  they  were  in  the 
original  bill  that  was  in  the  House,  with 
some  changes  that  were  made  in  confer- 
ence, I  wonder  whether  there  was  really 
a  need  for  a  subsidy  for  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice. I  see  one  applying  to  parcel  post.  It 
provides  that  parcel  post  rates  will  not 
be  reduced  more  than  10  percent  as  a  re- 
sult of  any  postal  subsidies. 

Is  it  the  gentleman's  understanding 
that  had  the  conferees  not  put  this  pro- 
vision in  the  bill,  the  Postal  Service 
would  have  used  the  subsidy  to  lower  par- 
cel post  rates  so  that  they  could  better 
compete  with  the  private  carriers  who 
have  taken  part  of  their  business  from 
them? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  permit  me  to  respond, 
that  provision  was  contained  in  the 
House  passed  bill.  It  was  the  feeling 
that  if  there  were  action  to  reduce  parcel 
post  rates  drastically  as  a  result  of  the 
additional  appropriations  that  that 
might  not  be  justifiable.  Further,  the 
study  commission  is  a  very  important 
segment  of  the  legislation,  and  that  cer- 
tainly would  be  one  of  the  specific  issues 
that  they  would  address  and  report  to 
the  President  and  to  the  Congress.  So 
that  the  limitation  of  the  10  percent  was 
insurance  that  there  not  be  drastic  action 
in  the  area  of  parcel  post  rates  that  could 
be  disruptive  to  the  private  sector  as 
they  attempt  to  compete  with  the  Postal 
Service  for  the  delivery  of  parcel  post. 
Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Another  observation  I  have:  Could 
the  gentleman  tell  me  how  many  areas  of 
disagreement  you  had  in  the  conference 
between  the  two  bodies? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  think  the  best 
way  I  can  respond  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  is  to  state  that  the  conferees 
set  aside  the  major  differences  that  re- 
sulted from  the  Alexander  amendments. 
We  very  quickly  resolved  the  several  oth- 
er issues  in  dispute  and  we  then  took 
the  major  part  of  the  time  of  the  con- 
ference on  the  objectives  of  the  Alex- 
ander amendments  as  contained  in  the 
House  passed  bill. 

We  believe  that  the  language  that  has 
been  adopted  by  the  conference  does  a 
better  job  of  providing  for  congressional 
oversight.  If  I  may  be  specific,  inas- 
much as  the  gentleman  questioned  that 
point,  we  require  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice, as  one  example,  submit  its  budget 
to  the  Congress  and  the  congressional 
committees  when  it  is  submitted  to  the 
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Office  of  Budget  and  Management.  That 
is  not  the  law  at  the  present  time.  This 
would  enable  the  House  legislative  com- 
mittees of  the  Congress,  to  begin  an  ear- 
lier study  of  the  requests  of  the  Postal 
Service  that  they  provide  in  their  budg- 
et. There  are  other  requirements  here  by 
way  of  reporting  concerning  plans  for 
changes  in  postal  services  that  we  believe 
specifically  would  be  most  helpful  to  give 
the  congressional  oversight  we  had  in- 
tended by  the  Alexander  amendment. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  list  of  the 
various  differences  that  was  prepared  by 
the  staff  as  to  the  changes  in  the  bill 
and  it  appears  there  were  22  or  23  dif- 
ferences between  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate. All  I  can  determine  is  that  the 
House  prevailed  in  about  5  instances. 

I  have  served  on  conference  commit- 
tees such  as  in  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  on  the  military  construction 
bill,  where  we  have  done  a  much  bet- 
ter job  than  that  in  behalf  of  the  House 
position. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
say  in  response  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  that  I  was  very  impresed  with 
the  conferees'  actions.  We  all  had  long 
service  on  our  committee,  as  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  has.  They  were 
on  the  committee  at  the  time  of  the  post- 
al reorganization  in  1970  and  were  very 
familiar  with  the  background  and  his- 
tory. But,  most  importantly  in  this  con- 
ference, while  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia recites  the  score  by  numbers,  I 
believe  that  the  House  conferees  won 
the  major  provisions  reflecting  the 
House  position.  While  it  is  true  that  we 
may  have  given  in  on  more  of  the  minor 
differences  to  the  other  body,  we  think 
we  have  been  able  to  preserve  the  leg- 
islation that  was  earlier  acted  on  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  make  one 
other  observation,  if  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  will  yield,  concerning  the 
5  items  in  which  the  House  prevailed,  all 
of  these  appear  to  be  special  interest 
sections  in  the  bill.  There  is  the  one 
that  prohibtis  the  parcel  post  rates  from 
being  reduced  below  10  percent,  which 
was  obviously  something  that  was  de- 
sired by  the  United  Parcel  Service. 

There  are  the  amendments  that  Mr. 
Ford  had  sponsored  in  the  full  commit- 
tee on  behalf  of  the  book  publishers,  and 
the  second-class  mailing  privileges,  and 
so  forth.  These  are  the  only  areas  in 
which  the  House  position  seems  to  pre- 
vail. J  do  hope  the  Senate  bill  was  that 
good  that  the  gentleman  was  able  to  ac- 
cept it  in  toto  with  the  exception  of 
these  special  things  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred, and  that  we  have  a  bill  that  is  not 
going  to  be  just  a  special  interest  bill  but 
one  that  is  going  to  give  us  an  oppor- 
tunity to  improve  the  Postal  Service, 
which  I  think  the  gentleman  will  agree 
with  me  must  be  done.  It  is  not  in  good 
shape  at  the  present  time. 


Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  do  agree  with  the 
gentleman,  and  I  appreciate  the  efforts 
that  he  has  made  for  this  objective.  I 
would  be  disappointed  if  he  did  not  con- 
cur at  this  late  date  that  we  have  made  a 
very  fair  effort.  Rather  than  take  any 
more  time,  however,  I  should  like  to  yield 
to  others  because  of  the  limited  time  we 
have — the  subcommittee  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Hanley) 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  the 
sponsor  of  the  amendments  the  gentle- 
man referred  to.  Mr.  Ford  and  Mr.  Han- 
ley are  well  prepared  to  speak  on  the 
amendments  and  the  action  of  the  con- 
ferees. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

•  Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander). 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
h^  remarks.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Americans  all  across  this  great  land  are 
saying  that  they  are  disillusioned  with 
government.  A  recent  poll  indicates  that 
as  much  as  50  percent  of  the  voting  pop- 
ulation may  not  go  to  the  polls  in  No- 
vember because  they  feel  their  vote  will 
not  change  anything. 

Americans  are  saying  that  government 
does  not  work,  that  government  is  not  in- 
terested in  our  problems,  that  govern- 
ment does  not  serve  our  needs. 

Some  of  us  are  trying  to  change  it,  to 
make  government  work;  others  have  be- 
come discouraged  and  may  go  fishing  on 
election  day. 

America  is  down  on  bureaucracy  and 
the  Washington  establishment.  And  I 
say  it  is  about  time.  For  years  I  have 
struggled  with  the  Washington  Postal 
Establishment  and  numerous  other  Fed- 
eral agencies  because  I. am  determined  to 
make  government  work,  so  that  it  will 
respond  to  the  needs  of  the  people  it  was 
created  to  serve. 

The  Postal  Service  for  many  Ameri- 
cans is  their  only  continual  contact  with 
the   Federal   Government. 

Ten  years  ago  Americans  could  depend 
upon  the  mail  service.  But  that  reputa- 
tion is  a  thing  of  the  past. 

Today  the  Washington  Postal  Estab- 
lishment characterizes  what  is  wrong 
with  America. 

While  doubling  its  own  bureaucracy, 
the  Washington  Postal  Establishment 
has  cut  back  the  work  force  and  mail 
seryice  to  Americans.  The  Washington 
Postal  Establishment  has  demonstrated 
such  gross  mismanagement  that  it  has 
produced  a  loss  of  revenues  of  almost  $8 
billion  in  the  5  years  since  reorganiza- 
tion, despite  increasing  postal  rates. 

What  America  needs  is  a  government 
with  a  bureaucracy  that  strives  to  serve 
the  people,  instead  of  a  self-serving  bu- 
reaucracy that  helps  only  itself  and  a 
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favored  few,  at  the  expense  of  the  tax- 
payers who  foot  the  bills. 

Congress  itself  will  have  gone  fishing 
If  it  approves  this  conference  report.  It 
will  have  gone  fishing  on  the  issue  of 
postal  reform  and  will  have  "passed  the 
buck"  to  the  95th  Congress  to  solve  the 
serious  problems  that  persist  in  our 
Postal  Service. 

Returning  the  USPS  to  congressional 
control  is  only  a  matter  of  time  because 
the  American  taxpayer  is  saying  loudly 
and  clearly  that  he  will  no  longer  buy 
"blank  check"  bureaucracy. 

And  when  Congressmen  and  Senators 
running  for  reelection  this  November  get 
this  message  from  home,  reform  of  the 
postal  mess  is  inevitable. 

I  believe,  as  strongly  now  as  I  did  5 
years  ago  when  I  began  looking  into  the 
failings  of  our  Postal  Service,  that  the 
proper  course  of  action  is  to  restore  ac- 
countability of  the  postal  management 
to  the  Congress  and  the  people. 

Accountability  can  be  attained  by: 

Requiring  an  annual  or  biennial  au- 
thorization and  appropriation  for  the 
Postal  Service;  and 

Requiring  that  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral and  his  Chief  Deputy  be  appointed 
by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the 
Senate. 

I  still  maintain  that  the  primary  prob- 
lems with  the  Postal  Service  are  not  fi- 
nancial. They  are  managerial.  And  until 
this  Congress  retrieves  this  quasi-inde- 
pendent body  from  its  isolation  and  its 
management  fvom  its  ivory  tower  ex- 
istence, then  Congress  will  continue  to 
submit  to  writing  the  Postal  Service  a 
blank  check  year  after  year,  the  price 
of  a  stamp  will  continue  to  increase. 
USPS  will  continue  to  lose  millions  of 
dollars  daily,  and  most  tragic  of  all,  the 
service  will  continue  to  deteriorate. 

I  find  it  rather  ironic,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  House  is  considering  the  budget 
resolution  and  this  postal  subsidy  bill  in 
the  same  week. 

The  reason  this  conference  report  will 
pass  today  is  that  President  Ford  has  said 
he  will  sign  the  bill  and  thus  join  the 
Congress  in  passing  the  buck  on  postal 
reform. 

While  on  the  one  hand.  President  Ford 
asks  the  Congress  to  balance  the  budget, 
he  supports  another  "blank  check"  for 
the  Postal  Service  on  the  other. 

If  integrity  and  credibility  are  issues 
in  the  November  Presidential  election, 
then  I  believe  the  President  owes  the 
American  people  an  explanation  as  to 
how  he  can  balance  the  budget  and  at 
the  same  time  support  blank  check 
bureaucracy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge,  in  the  interest 
of  the  American  taxpayer,  the  defeat  of 
this  conference  report  because  it  will 
serve  to  perpetuate  "blank  check" 
bureaucracy. 


'JL'ne  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Derwinskd  is  recognized 
for  30  minutes. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  report  be- 
fore this  body  represents  the  last  chance 
we  will  have  this  session  to  respond  in  a 
responsible  manner  to  the  problems  of 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service.  In  adopting  the 
conference  report  on  H.R.  8603 — Postal 
Reorganization  Act  Amendments  of 
1976 — and  clearing  the  legislation  for  the 
President's  signature,  we  will  be  signify- 
ing to  the  Nations  postal  patrons,  the 
postal  craft  unions,  and  postal  manage- 
ment we  recognize  the  need  for  stability 
in  postal  operations  in  the  months  ahead. 
There  is  nothing  illusory  about  this 
legislation.  Its  objectives  are  to  provide 
the  Postal  Service  with  much  needed  im- 
mediate financial  relief,  to  head  off  an- 
other round  of  postal  rate  increases,  and 
to  prevent  post  office  closings  and  further 
reductions  in  Postal  Service  pending  a 
report  and  recommendations  from  a  spe- 
cial Postal  Service  Study  Commission.  It 
is  a  realistic  approach  which  already  has 
won  the  approval  of  the  other  body.  It 
is  the  end  product  of  protracted  negotia- 
tions involving  the  ranking  majority  and 
minority  members  of  the  two  Post  Office 
Committees  in  shaping  legislation  that 
would  be  acceptable  to  the  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  and  the  White 
House.  As  a  testimonial  to  our  efforts, 
the  legislation  now  pending  has  the  sup- 
port of  the  mail-using  public,  the  postal 
unions,  the  postmaster  general,  and  even 
the  United  Parcel  Service. 

From  a  practical  standpoint.  H.R.  3603 
will  buy  us  time  for  a  careful  study  which 
will  provide  the  foundation  upon  which 
we  can  build  comprehensive  postal  legis- 
lation in  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

To  deal  with  the  postal  financial  prob- 
lem, conferees  agreed  to  authorize  two 
S500  million  appropriations  which  will  be 
applied  to  the  accumulated  indebtedness 
of  the  Postal  Service.  The  legislation  au- 
thorizes $500  million  for  the  transition 
period  ending  September  30.  and  S500 
million  for  fiscal  year  1977. 

The  moratorium  on  rate  increases  and 
service  cutbacks  will  remain  in  effect 
through  March  15,  1977,  the  reporting 
date  for  the  Study  Commission.  To  fore- 
stall arbitrary  post  office  closings  after 
the  March  15  deadline,  the  legislation 
imposes  strict  procedures  which  provide 
for  maximum  input  from  concerned  seg- 
ments of  the  public.  If,  after  the  mora- 
torium, the  Postal  Service  proposes  to 
close  a  post  office,  the  public  will  be  al- 
lowed sufficient  time  for  notice  and  com- 
ment and  will  have  the  right  to  appeal 
any  decision  on  a  post  office  closing  to 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission. 
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Under  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act 
of  1970,  the  Postal  Service  can  increase 
rates  on  a  temporary  basis  90  days  after 
filing  a  rate  request  with  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission,  and  those  rates  can  remain 
in  effect  indefinitely  since  there  is  no 
deadline  on  Commission  deliberations.  In 
H.R.  8603,  there  is  a  provision  which  ex- 
tends the  time  for  the  imposition  of  tem- 
porary rate  increases  from  90  days  to  10 
months,  and  other  provision  which  puts 
a  10-month  deadline  on  Postal  Rate 
Commission  deliberations. 

The  legislation  also  provides  for  Sen- 
ate confirmation  of  Presidential  appoint- 
ees to  the  Postal  Rate  Commission,  and 
retains  all  of  the  language  contained  in 
the  earlier  House-approved  version  of 
this  legislation  relating  to  second-class 
mailing  privileges.  It  also  provides  that 
parcel  post  rates  will  hot  be  reduced 
more  than  10  percent  as  a  result  of  any 
postal  subsidies. 

This    is    forward-looking    legislation 
which    proposes    realistic    solutions    to 
pressing  problems  in  the  time  frame  in 
which  we  are  operating.  We  cannot  tol- 
erate any  more  delay  while  we  grope  for 
a  solution.   The  conference  report  de- 
serves an  overwhelming  vote  of  support. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  the  gentleman  who  preceded  me  in 
this  brief  discussion,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson),  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  and  the  gentle- 
man from  California   (Mr.  Charles  H. 
Wilson)  ,  one  of  the  most  dynamic  Mem- 
bers, and  of  course  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  (Mr.  Alexander)  are  all  great 
statesmen  and  all  extremely  knowledge- 
able and  all  have  done  their  homework 
on  this  legislation.  But  their  difference 
of  opinion  merely  shows  us  that  even 
the  greatest  of  minds  do  differ  on  a  sub- 
ject regardless  of  the  detail  and  concen- 
tration which  they  have  given  it. 

Let  me  present  this  conference  report 
to  the  Members  in  what  I  consider  a 
necessarily  practical  fashion. 

First  of  all,  the  conference  report  has 
been  approved  by  the  Senate,  so  the  only 
issue  before  us  is:  Shall  we  or  shall  we 
not  approve  the  conference  report?  I 
strongly  recommend  approval. 

What  have  we  done  in  this  confer- 
ence? 

First  of  all,  we  provided  for  $500  mil- 
lion in  the  transition  period  and  then 
$500  million  in  fiscal  year  1977  to  be  ap- 
plied against  the  indebtedness  of  the 
Postal  Service.  For  those  Members  who 
are  economy  minded,  this  is  approxi- 
mately $800  million  less  over  a  2-year 
period  than  the  bill  that  passed  the 
House  a  little  over  a  year  ago. 

In  order  to  help  the  Members  in  deal- 
ing with  their  constituents  in  this  fas- 
cinating time  of  the  year  called  an  elec- 
tion period,  we  provide  for  a  moratorium, 
on  raising  rates  until  March  15,  1977,  soi 
when  the  Members  will  go  back  home^ 


for  the  next  several  weeks  they  will  not 
have  to  explain  why  under  their  leader- 
ship and  their  sponsorship  the  postal 
rates  have  gone  up  again. 

We  further  provide  for  a  moratorium 
on  cuts  in  service  and  a  moratorium  on 
the  closing  of  small  post  offices,  so  again 
the  Members  will  not  have  to  explain. 

So  basically  what  this  bill  does  is  in  a 
very  practical  but  timely  and  necessary 
fashion  provide  the  necessary  time  for 
a  commission  to  look  into  these  matters, 
for  the  committees  at  the  start  of  the 
next  Congress  to  look  into  them.  We  re- 
move from  this  immediate  period  any 
concern  the  Members  and  their  constitu- 
ents have  over  budgetary  problems  of  the 
Postal  Service,  or  any  possibility  of  a 
rate  increase,  or  any  possibility  of  service 
cuts  or  any  possibility  of  small  post  of- 
fice closings. 

In  addition,  most  Members  have  been 
contacted  and  in  turn  have  contacted  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Henderson)  ,'  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Hanley)  ,  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson), 
and  myself  and  other  committee  mem- 
bers about  the  views  of  the  U.S.  Parcel 
Service. 

The  language  in  this  bill  as  it  applies 
to  parcel  post  is,  let  us  soy,  in  compati- 
bility with  the  views  of  the  United  Parcel 
Service,  so  those  who  have  written  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  (Mr. 
Henderson)  can  thank  the  gentleman  for 
providing  proper  language  in  this  report. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley)  who  worked  along  with  the 
gentleman  from  California  (Mr.  Wil- 
son) on  this  subject  will  acknowledge 
the  fact  that  this  is  compatible  with  the 
letters  they  have  received  from  the 
United  Parcel  Service. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  real  issue  is  this. 
The  post  office  has  problems.  The  answer 
to  the  problems  of  the  Postal  Service 
does  not  include  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  suddenly  taking  sole  juris- 
diction at  this  time,  which  is  the  proposal 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Alexander)  would  have  us  follow. 

The  answers  to  the  problems  of  the 
post  office  are  not  simple  answers.  They 
are  going  to  be  solved  on  soap  boxes. 
They  are  going  to  be  solved  by  necessary 
objective  studies  at  a  time  when  we  are 
not  subject  to  artificial  pressures.  So  the 
logical  position  and  really  the  only  posi- 
tion one  could  take  at  this  time  is  to  sup- 
port this  conference  report.  It  is  not 
going  to  solve  all  the  problems  of  the 
Postal  Service.  It  is  a  stopgap  measure, 
if  we  wish  to  call  it  that,  but  it  is  logi- 
cal, it  is  sensible,  and  it  will  give  us  the 
mechanics  to  address  this  subject  in 
much  more  detail  and  in  a  much  more  ef- 
fective fashion  at  the  start  of  the  next 
part  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  overwhelming 
support  of  the  conference  report. 
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Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Alabama. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can- 
not help  but  be  disappointed  at  some  of 
the  changes  that  were  wrought  in  the 
conference.  There  is  one  relatively  small 
matter  that  I  find  difficult  to  understand. 
When  the  bill  was  being  debated  on  the 
floor,  I  thought  it  was  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress to  clarify  language  as  to  the  nature 
of  postal  services.  We  had  indicated  that 
if  the  Postal  Service  brought  about  a 
change  in  the  major  postal  services  that 
was  nationwide  or  substantially  nation- 
wide in  scope,  they  should  first  submij,  in 
writing  that  change  to  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission.  The  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion should  hold  hearings  so  that  in- 
terested parties  could  state  their  case 
for  or  against  that  proposed  change  and 
the  changes  not  be  implemented  until 
after  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  had 
given  an  advisory  opinion  in  writing  to 
the  Postal  Service. 

Now,  this  was  done  to  protect  people 
from  declining  services,  that  the  Postal 
Service  should  go  through  this  procedure 
for  increases  in  rate,  but  also  for  a  de- 
cline in  services. 

Many  Americans  have  been  concerned, 
and  among  them  my  own  people  that  I 
represent,  over  the  Postal  Service's  high- 
handed decisions  in  some  instances  to 
radically  alter  and  cut  back  services 
without  going  through  this  procedure. 

I  personally  filed  suit  in  the  Federal 
Court,  which  became  a  landmark  case, 
to  force  this  the  first  time  they  went 
before  the  Postal  Rate  Commission  on  a 
services  case  and  that  was  done  and  we 
did  win  substantially. 

I  thought  by  clarifying  the  intent  of 
Congress  and  the  law  we  could  make 
clear  that  we  do  not  want  them  to  cut 
back  services  to  the  people,  to  their  cus- 
tomers, without  going  through  a  pro- 
cedure in  which  the  people  can  have 
their  day  in  court  and  express  their  con- 
cern about  this  when  it  is  on  a  nation- 
wide basis. 

I  know  that  clarifying  language  was 
cut  out  of  the  bill  in  conference.  I  won- 
der if  the  gentleman  would  explain  that 
to  us? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  first, 
may  I  point  out  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama,  we  do  have  provisions  in  the 
bill  for  the  moratorium  on  the  closing 
of  offices  and  services;  but  more  import- 
antly, we  have  permanent  procedures  to 
apply  to  the  closing  of  small  post  offices. 
That  includes  a  provision  whereby  any 
patron  may  appeal  a  decision  to  close 
a  post  office  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion. That  partially  meets  the  point  that 
the  gentleman  is  addressing. 

Now,  the  specific  point  is  covered  by 
the    gentleman's    amendment.    We   ran 


into  a  brick  wall  with  the  other  body. 
Their  conference  advised  us  that  they 
would  not  accept  that  amendment.  It 
was  one  of  the  two  or  three  things  in 
which  we  found  ourselves  deadlocked 
and  it  was  one  of  the  points  in  which 
we  had  to  recede.  It  was  just  that  the 
other  body  was  adamant. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  commend 
the  gentleman  for  including  language 
about  closing  branches,  because  in  my 
district  what  was  involved,  without  any 
notification  or  any  notice  to  their  own 
advisory  board,  they  were  about  to  close 
some  27  branches  in  an  urban  area  and 
make  other  radical  changes,  with  no  ad- 
vance warning,  with  no  consultation, 
with  no  chance  for  people  to  have  a 
hearing  on  the  matter. 

I  had  to  go  to  Federal  court  to  stop  it. 
That  certainly  ought  not  to  happen  over 
and  over  again,  so  I  am  glad  that  the 
gentleman  included  that  language.  But, 
I  would  hope  that  this  action  on  the  part 
of  the  conferees  would  not  infer  that  this 
section  of  the  law  is  meaningless,  because 
we  said  they  had  to  run  these  changes  in 
the  nature  of  services  by  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission  where  they  were  substan- 
tially nationwide.  I  hope  we  are  not  for- 
getting that'is  already  a  part  of  the  law, 
and  imply  that  they  can  bring  about  ri- 
diculous changes  in  services  with  no  con- 
sultation with  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  think  the  implica- 
tion the  gentleman  draws  from  this  is 
that  the  Senate  at  this  time,  in  this  bill, 
set  this  limit  in  application  to  March  15, 
1977.  The  Senate  just  would  not  take  the 
gentleman's  amendment.  We  have  ad- 
vised them  in  the  conference  that  we 
come  back  with  a  major  bill  next  session, 
and  obviously  the  gentleman's  point  will 
again  be  included  in  our  bill. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  this  will  be  the 
committee  position  that  will  be  sustained 
on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York. 

(Mr.  GILMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  GILMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
8603,  Postal  Reorganization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1976,  although  not  without 
some  reservations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  deeply  disappointed 
that  after  2  years  of  labor,  the  Congress 
has  conceived  a  bill  that  really  satisfies 
no  one,  yet  seemingly  possesses  one  un- 
deniably attractive  quality — aside  from 
the  not-to-be-overlooked  factor  that  the 
President   will  sign  this   measure— and 
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•  that  is  that  H.R.  8603  enables  the  Con- 
gress in  the  midst  of  an  election  year 
fight  to  side  step  the  very  hard  political 
decisions  that  must  be  made  if  we  are  to 
correct  the  burgeoning  problems  of  the 
U.S.  Postal  Service. 

Consider  the  compromise  we  have 
wrought:  two  $500  million  emergency 
appropriations  for  each  of  fiscal  years 
1976  and  1977  to  be  applied  strictly  to 
USPS  debts,  authorization  of  the  regu- 
lar $920  million  annual  public  service 
subsidy,  a  temporary  freeze  on  further 
service  cutbacks  and  postal  rate  hikes, 
and  creation  of  a  seven-member  blue- 
ribbon  commission  to  analyze  the  prob- 
lems of  the  Postal  Service  and  then 
hopefully  to  .arrive  at  solutions  that 
should,  if  truth  be  told,  already  appear 
in  this  legislation.  Fortunately,  we  have 
moved  wisely  to  preserve  vital  second- 
class  mailing  privileges  for  college  cata- 
logs and  looseleaf  publications  and  to 
apply  library  rates  to  books  mailed  to 
and  from  libraries  and  educational  in- 
stitutions. Equally  important,  we  have 
assured  ourselves  and  our  constituents 
that  no  longer  will  there  be  indiscrimi- 
nate closures  of  post  offices. 

Over  the  past  2  years  since  becoming 
a  member  of  the  Postal  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  I  have  watched  with 
growing  dismay  a  Postal  Service  deficit 
that  is  predicated  to  reach  $4.5  billion 
by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1977,  undue 
delays  in  the  ratemaking  process — al- 
though some  of  these  problems  have 
been  administratively  rectified — costing 
the  Postal  Service  thousands  of  dollars 
each  day  in  lost  revenues,  revelation 
after  revelation  of  incredibly  sloppy  post- 
al management,  and  irrational,  poten- 
tially harmful  Postal  Service  cutbacks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  truly  hopeful  that 
H.R.  8603  would  have  attempted  to  ad- 
dress most,  if  not  all,  of  these  very  se- 
rious problems. 

I  am,  of  course,  aware  that  the  Presi- 
dent has  threatened  to  veto  any  postal 
bill  save  the  compromise  now  before  us. 
I  acknowledge  the  fact  that  both  post- 
masters and  postal  employees,  fearing 
further  service  cutbacks,  and  conse- 
quently, layoffs,  freezes  and  reassign- 
ments,  support  this  legislation.  I  grant 
that  educators,  librarians,  professional 
groups,  and  trade  associations  will  be 
pleased  by  the  continuations  of  special 
mailing-class  privileges,  and  rightly  so. 
I  recognize  that  Postal  Union  leaders, 
because  they  perceive  this  bill  as  not 
endangering  collective-bargaining  agree- 
ments, feel  that  they  can  live  with  this 
bill  until  something  more  favorable  to 
their  cause  can  be  passed.  And  I  allow 
that  most  Members  want  to  be  rid  of 
this  issue  in  a  difficult  election  year. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  day  of  reckon- 
ing   cannot    indefinitely   be    postponed. 
Whether  today,  March  15,  1977,  or  later,  • 
we  must  face  the  hard  truth  that  the 
nr  obi  ems  of  the  Postal  Service  will  not 


fade  away,  and  by  temporizing,  we  can 
only  compound  the  difficulties  of  the 
Postal  Service  and  the  Congress.  Fiscal 
accountability,  promotion  of  experi- 
enced, seasoned  veterans  to  positions  of 
management,  and  rational  service  opera- 
tions cannot  be  magically  conjured  up 
one  day,  as  much  as  we  would  like  that 
to  happen.  It  will  only  result  from  the 
will  of  Congress  imposed  on  those  who 
run  the  Postal  Service. 

Accordingly,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  this  measure,  not  only  because, 
in  all  practicality,  this  bill  is  the  only 
one  that  will  fly  this  year,  but  also  to  at 
least  temporarily  save  the  public  from 
the  action  of  the  Postal  Service,  to  save 
the  Postal  Service  from  its  own  follies, 
and  to  permit  the  95th  Congress  to  ad- 
dress these  critical  issues  5  months 
hence  from  a  vantage  that  is  at  least 
hopefully  no  worse  that  it  is  today. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  gentleman's 
comments  are  to  the  point.  This  Postal 
Service  has  imperfections — that  is  an 
understatement.  This  bill  is  not  the  per- 
fect, final  solution,  but  it  is  the  neces- 
sary vehicle  that  we  must  approve  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  very 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
and  return  his  generous  characterization. 

Could  the  distinguished  gentleman 
tell  us  why  one  of  the  letters  circulated 
to  the  Members,  signed  by  the  conferees, 
says  that  the  conference  report  pre- 
vents the  closing  of  most  post  offices 
until  March  15,  1977,  whereas  the  letter 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  sent  around 
made  the  unequivocal  statement  that 
it  stops  all  closings?  Is  there  some  con- 
flict here?  If  some  are  to  be  closed,  what 
post  offices  and  what  criteria  are  to  be 
used? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  It  is  a  technical 
difference.  Let  me  specifically  quote.  The 
conference  report  places  a  moratorium 
on  closing  posf  offices  serving  35  or 
more  families.  Pose  offices  serving  fewer 
families,  fewer  than  35  families,  cannot 
be  closed  unless  60  percent  of  the  patrons 
approve.  That  is  the  only  exception.  In 
other  words,  any  post  office  serving  less 
than  35  families  may  be  closed  if  60  per- 
cent of  the  patrons  being  served  approve 
that  closing. 

Of  course,  the  condition  attached 
thereto  would  be  equivalent  service  to  be 
available  from  a  facility  equally  comfort- 
able for  use  of  these  patrons. 

With  over  35,  35  or  more  families 
served  by  the  post  office,  there  is  an  ab- 
solute moratorium  until  March  15,  1977. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Then  this  moratorium 
covers  all  post  offices  regardless  of  wheth- 
er they  actually  have  been  proposed  for 
closing  or  have  been  under  consideration, 
or  whatever  the  status  may  be? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  That  is  right.  The 
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'  moment  we  pass  this  bill  and  it  is  signed 
by  the  President,  that  moratorium  will 
be  effective. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  explanation.  This  provision  offers 
some  temporary  comfort  to  me  and  the 
many  Members  from  rural  areas  where 
severe  curtailment  of  postal  service  has 
been  proposed. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Burke)  . 

(Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  address  a  ques- 
tion to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice. But  before  I  make  my  inquiry.  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  chairman  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Han- 
let),  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Derwinskd  ,  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Wilson)  and  other  members 
of  the  conference  committee,  for  the 
work  they  have  done  on  this  conference 
report, 

My  question  is  in  the  nature  of  the  per- 
sonnel problems  that  are  faced  at  the 
South  Postal  Annex  in  the  city  of  Bos- 
ton. The  area  Congressmen  up  there,  in- 
cluding the  distinguished  majority  lead- 
er, the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  O'Neill*  ,  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr.  Moakley)  and  myself 
have  received  numerous  complaints  from 
the  personnel  there  about  the  policies 
that  are  now  in  effect.  Many  of  the 
employees  are  being  faced  with  transfers 
up  to  the  western  part  of  the  State  on 
very  short  notice.  There  are  shifts  in  the 
hours  of  those  working  on  the  late  shift 
in  the  evening.  The  shift  in  the  hours 
has  been  changed  to  the  point  that  when 
the  termination  of  time  is  reached,  there 
is  no  local  transportation  for  them  to 
get  home. 

I  talked  with  a  lady  last  week  who 
works  at  the  South  Postal  Annex,  and 
she  said  if  she  cannot  leave  5  or  10  min- 
utes ahead  of  time,  she  is  obliged  to  take 
a  taxicab  home  and  it  costs~her  $7  to  get 
home  at  night. 

I  have  talked  to  other  employees  who 
sleep  at  the  South  Postal  Annex  at  night 
because  there  is  no  way  for  them  to  get 
back  home. 

I  was  wondering  if  the  chairman  can 
inform  me  what  the  Post  Office  Commit- 
tee has  done  as  a  result  of  the  requests 
from  the  area  Congressmen. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  comments 
in  regard  to  the  conference  report. 

In  regard  to  the  specific  situation 
raised  affecting  the  area  represented  by 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Burke),  the  gentleman  from  Massachu- 


setts (Mr.  O'Neill)  ,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Moakley),  we 
dispatched  our  staff  personnel  to  that 
facility  for  an  investigation,  when  this 
problem  was  brought  to  our  attention  by 
the  area  Congressmen.  They  are  com- 
pleting their  preliminary  investigations 
I  was  informed  this  morning  that  they 
are  now  prepared  to  talk  with  the  area 
Members.  It  will  be  the  intention  of  the 
chairman  and  the  committee  to  pursue 
this  matter,  working  with  the  gentleman 
and  his  colleagues  in  that  area  and  the 
postal  officials,  to  bring  about  the  best 
solution  that  we  can  to  the  personnel 
problems  in  that  area.  I  believe  that  it 
can  be  done  very  quickly  and  very  ef- 
fectively. But  certainly  the  Members  of 
Congress  are  to  be  commended  for  bring- 
ing this  to  our  attention. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Charles  H.  Wilson)  . 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield- 
ing. 

In  connection  with  that  particular 
problem,  we  have  held  many  hearings  in 
my  subcommittee  on  Postal  Facilities, 
Mail,  and  Labor  Management,  and  we 
have  found  many  things  of  this  type  that 
are  being  done  wrong  and  that  we  dis- 
agree with,  but  we  run  into  this  bind  that 
we  cannot  do  anything  about  then!  be- 
cause they  are  an  autonomous  organiza- 
tion. Next  year  we  must  make  an  effort 
to  try  to  get  congressional  control  over 
the  Postal  Service.  It  is  the  only  way  we 
as  Congressmen  can  do  anything  to 
straighten  out  this  very  serious  problem. 
It  is  too  late  this  year,  but  we  can  hold 
hearings  and  bring  attention  to  these 
problems. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  should  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  post  office 
officials  that  they  are  dealing  with 
human  beings.  I  think  it  is  harsh  treat- 
ment to  tell  a  woman  employee  that  she 
has  to  work  until  a  certain  hour  at  night 
and  yet  the  is  unable  to  get  transporta- 
tion to  her  home. 

There  is  enough  crime  on  the  streets 
today  without  subjecting  the  postal  em- 
ployees to  further  risks  of  their  lives. 
Can  we  imagine  letting  somebody  out  of 
work  at  night  just  10  minutes  after  the 
last  train  has  gone  or  after  the  last  rapid 
transit  has  left?  It  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  the  post  office  officials  should  allow 
such  cold  and  harsh  treatment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the  gen- 
tleman for  sending  the  investigators  up 
there,  and  I  hope  we  do  bring  about  a 
solution  of  this  problem  so  that  they  will 
be  more  humane  in  the  treatment  of 
their  emnlovees. 
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Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  am  delighted  to 
have  had  this  colloquy  with  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Burke), 
I  appreciate  his  interest  in  this  confer- 
ence report  and  his  interest  in  the  per- 
sonnel problems  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  -time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Ford)  ,  a  very  valuable 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  and,  more  especially,  of 
the  conference  committee  that  brought 
us  the  conference  report  that  is  now  be- 
fore us. 

(Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  conference  report 
and  I  would  like  at  this  time  to  take  the 
opportunity  to  add  my  heartfelt  con- 
gratulations to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Jim  Hanley,  who  has  spent  several 
years  trying  to  get  to  the  point  we  have 
now  reached  on  this  floor. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  worked 
very,  very  diligently  during  all  of  that 
time.  Without  that  kind  of  devotion  we 
would  be  without  a  bill,  and  we  would  be 
facing  perhaps  an  immediate  disaster  in 
the  Postal  Service,  one  that  would  far 
surpass  the  worst  that  anybody  has 
described. 

I  would  also  like  to  say  that  it  has 
been  a  very  distinct  privilege  for  me  to 
work  on  this  committee  with  the  com- 
mittee chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  Dave  Henderson,  who 
will  be  leaving  us  at  the  end  of  this 
term  of  Congress,  having  announced  his 
retirement.  He  certainly  deserves  the  ap- 
preciation of  this  body  and  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  for  the  time  that 
he  has  spent  and  the  effort  that  he  has 
put  into  moving  this  bill  to  this  point.  I 
commend  him  particularly  for  the  suc- 
cess that  he  has  displayed  in  recent 
months  in  moving  an  otherwise  sluggish 
other  body  to  recognize  the  urgency  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  two  provisions 
in  this  bill  which  I  think  should  be  noted 
in  particular  and  upon  which  I  would  like 
to  engage  in  a  colloquy  with  the  chair- 
man of  our  committee  as  to  the  legisla- 
tive intent  of  the  conference  report. 

The  first  provision  is  section  11  of  the 
conference  report,  which  declares  that, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  college  catalogs,  post- 
bar  admission  mail  announcements,  and 
looseleaf  reporting  service  publications 
relating  to  law  or  public  policy,  are  en- 
titled to  be  entered  as  second-class  mail 
matter  if  they  meet  the  entry  conditions 
prescribed  in  former  section  4354  through 
4357  of  title  39,  as  that  law  existed  im- 
mediately prior  t:>  the  Postal  Reorganiza- 
tion Act. 

In  recent  years,  relying    on  language 


In  a  Supreme  Court  decision  issued  in 
1904,  officials  in  the  Postal  Service  have 
undertaken  a  fairly  active  campaign  to 
revoke  the  permits  of  second-class  pub- 
lications on  the  grounds  that  they  do 
not  meet  this  particular  definition  of 
what  is  a  "periodical  publication."  Col- 
lege catalogs,  loo:eleaf  publications  and 
post-bar  admission  educational  materials 
are  among  those  who  have  lost,  or  are 
in  the  process  of  losing,  their  second- 
class  permits.  Section  11  of  H.R.  8603 
requires  that  such  publications  be  entered 
at  second-class  rates.  It  will  be  merely 
a  ministerial  duty  for  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  reissue  these  rermits  as  soon  as  this 
legislation  is  signed  into  law  in  the  case 
of  publications  which  have  already  had 
their  permits  revoked. 

I  would  like,  however,  for  it  to  be  made 
clear,  and  I  would  like  for  the  chairman 
of  our  committee,  who  was  the  chairman 
of  the  conference  committee,  to  make  it 
clear,  that  in  singling  out  these  three 
types  of  publications  for  legislative  pro- 
tection, there  be  no  misunderstanding  by 
the  Postmaster  General  or  his  subordi- 
nates, that  our  committee  or  the  confer- 
ence committee  were,  by  not  including 
any  other  publications,  implying  ap- 
proval of  the  Postal  Service's  actions  in 
revoking  other  second-class  permits. 
The  three  classes  of  publications  which 
we  have  included  in  this  legislation  are 
three  types  which  have  come  to  our  at- 
tention. They  were  threatened  with  los- 
ing their  publication  status  at  the  Postal 
Service  and  they  came  to  Congress  to 
seek  relief.  Relief  has  been  granted.  No 
other  implication  should  be  drawn. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  concur  totally  with 
his  interpretation,  and  I  commend  the 
gentleman  for  permitting  us  to  have  this 
legislative  history.  It  does  reflect  the 
intent  of  the  conferees  that  any  other 
interpretation  would  be  absolutely  wrong. 
Mr.  FORD  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  might  be  appro- 
priate if  the  new  Commission  on  Postal 
Service  give  attention  to  this  problem 
because  there  are  undoubtedly  other 
second-class  publications  whose  very 
existence  is  threatened  by  such  admin- 
istrative action.  The  Postal  Service  may 
be  behaving  responsibly,  fairly,  and  with 
even-handed  justice;  but  for  a  Federal 
agency  today  to  apply  a  72-year-old  rule 
of  questionable  applicability  to  the  defi- 
nition of  what  is  a  periodical  publica- 
tion in  this  computer  age  at  the  very 
least  raises  questions  which  should  be 
examined  more  carefully  by  the  Con- 
gress. Recommendations  on  this  issue  by 
the  Commission  on  Postal  Service  might 
prove  helpful  before  any  further  action  is 
taken. 

The  second  provision  I  wish  to  men- 
tion is  section  10  of  the  conference  re- 
port, which  establishes  a  new  criterion 
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for  setting  postal  rates.  Existing  law  does 
not  require  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
to  consider  the  subjective  values  of  the 
various  kinds  of  mail  in  recommending 
postal  rates.  The  law  is  designed  to 
accomplish  that  in  mail  classification 
proceedings,  but  those  proceedings  have 
progressed  so  very  slowly  that  postal 
rates  may  go  through  the  roof  before 
the  Postal  Rate  Commission  ever  gets 
around  to  deciding  that  a  book,  a  maga- 
zine, or  a  newspaper  has  more  intrinsic 
value  to  the  public  than  a  brick.  They 
may  all  have  the  same  shape,  size,  and 
weight,  but  they  are  not  all  the  "same." 
The  conference  report  includes  a  new 
criterion  which  requires  that  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission  take  into  account  the 
"educational,  cultural,  scientific,  and  in- 
formational value"  of  mail  matter  in 
fixing  postal  rates. 

Heretofore,  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion has  seemed  to  concentrate  on  cost 
factors  almost  exclusively.  The  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Circuit  once  expressed  the  view, 
in  a  lengthy  concurring  opinion  which 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  issue  in  the 
case,  that  the  cost  factors  in  section 
3622(b)(3),  and  the  attribution  of  cost 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  were 
of  overriding  importance  in  fixing  postal 
rates.  There  has  keen  a  great  deal  of 
discussion  on  that,  issue. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  today  to  attempt 
to  insinuate  in  the  columns  of  the  Con- 
gressional Record  any  legislative  sup- 
port for  a  particular  view  beyond  this 
specific  and  unmistakable  point:  Con- 
gress has  now  enacted  legislation  to  re- 
quire that  the  educational,  cultural 
scientific,  and  informational  value  of 
mail  matter  must  be  considered  in  fixing 
postal  rates. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania (Mr.  Johnson). 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  verification  from 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Der- 
wtnski1*  that  the  conference  report  in- 
cludes the  special  library  rate  for  books 
mailed  to  and  from  libraries  and  educa- 
tional institutions. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  that  is  the 
amendment  that  the  gentleman  of- 
fered and  which  was  adopted  in  the 
original  Hanley  bill.  That  was  included 
in  the  conference  report,  yes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
ask  this  Question:    Wp  have  read  that 


there  is  a  general  agreement  that  the 
Postal  Service  will  not  be  curtailed. 
While  that  agreement  is  supposed  to  be 
enforced,  we  found  sometimes  that  they 
did  not  even  deliver  the  mail.  It  is  re- 
ported that  they  are  in  the  process  of 
changing  regional  offices  and  doing  other 
things,  and  that  is  typical  of  the  way 
they  have  treated  the  average  Member  of 
Congress  since  this  law  was  changed.  Of 
course,  I  voted  against  the  change,  and 
have  and  do  have  a  bill  pending  to  return 
to  the  former  law. 

I  am  just  wondering  whether  we  can 
count  on  this  committee  to  ride  herd  and 
sec  that  they-  leave  things  alone  and  do 
not  give  us  lipservice  and  do  things 
that  certainly  my  friends  on  the  com- 
mittee have  not  been  aware  of,  nor  have 
my  friends  on  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations been  aware  of.  Therefore,  I  am 
just  wondering  how  far  this  commitment 
with  the  Postal  Service  goes  because  we 
are  just  about  to  lose  the  mail  service; 
there  is  no  question  about  it. 
v  Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  an- 
swer the  gentleman's  question,  we  have 
provisions  clearly  in  the  language  in  the 
conference  report  against  the  closing  of 
offices  or  reduction  in  service.  More  im- 
portantly, the  study  commission  provided 
for  here  will  report  early  to  the  Congress 
on  these  matters.  Certainly  I  can  assure 
the  gentleman  that  any  service  curtail- 
ment between  now  and  the  time  that  the 
moritorium  expires  will  be  properly  in- 
vestigated by  our  committee. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  won- 
der whether  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Derwenski)  might  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  . 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  any  group  for  which  I  have  a 
higher  regard  than  I  have  for  members 
of  this  committee;  but  I  do  think  that 
the  committee  members  to  whom  I  have 
talked  are  unaware  of  many  things  that 
are  actually  going  on  at  the  local  level. 

Perhaps  it  is  true  that  they  have  not 
let  anybody  go,  but  in  my  section  they 
have  changed  the  location  of  jobs  so 

that  people  have  had  to  retire  because 
in  order  to  keep  the  jobs,  they  would 
have  had  to  go  100  miles  away. 

My  home  town  has  a  postmaster  from 
30  miles  away.  He  is  a  fine  fellow  and 
my  friend.  In  turn  they  moved  the  as- 
sistant from  my  town  to  his.  The  office 
employees  are  from  another  direction,  so 
that  everybody  is  being  dragged  all  over 
the  place.  The  purpose  seems  to  be  to 
get  them  to  quit  so  that  they  can  name 
somebody  who  suits  them. 

Under  this  agreement,  are  they  going 
to  leave  conditions  alone  and  quit  this 
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practice  of  moving  people  all  around, 
particularly  regional  offices?  They  are 
getting  ready  to  move  people  in  my 
State  to  the  adjoining  State,  so  I  am 
advised  under  the  guise  of  changing  re- 
gional offices. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  the  gentleman  is  correct  that 
one  of  the  administrative  decisions  of 
the  Postal  Service  which  ought  to  be  re- 
viewed is  this  new  tendency  to  totally 
disregard  residential  factors  when  ap- 
pointing a  postmaster. 

This  was  done  supposedly  to  give  man- 
agement greater  flexibility  in  the  proper 
use  of  personnel.  However,  it  has  had  an 
adverse  effect  in  weakening  the  tradi- 
tional relationship  of  the  postmaster  to 
his  home  community. 

I  think  that  is  the  point  the  gentle- 
man is  making. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No;  the  point  is  a  lit- 
tle different  from  that.  If  they  disre- 
gard it,  that  might  be  all  right.  How- 
ever, they  are  not  doing  that.  Instead, 
they  are  deliberately  doing  the  things 
that  I  have  been  talking  about.  They 
move  people  from  here  to  there  and  from 
there  to  here.  This  upsets  their  living 
conditions.  They  make  a  man  sell  his 
house  and  buy  a  new  house  or  travel 
many  miles  daily,  and  many  of  them 
are  retiring,  which  seems  to  be  the 
Postal  Service's  purpose  so  that  they 
can  name  new  people  whom  they  want 
to  name. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  as  we 
have  gone  along  here,  we  could,  in  my 
opinion,  have  changed  this  practice  a 
long  time  ago. 

Are  we  getting  a  commitment  to  leave 
things  alone  or  are  they  going  to  do 
the  same  things  during  these  months 
except  where  it  is  specifically  set  out  in 
the  language  of  the  report?  The  lan- 
guage, by  the  way,  does  not  go  nearly  so 
far  as  what  I  am  talking  about,  as  I 
read  it. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  organization 
representing  postmasters  has  protested 
what  they  consider  abuses  and  have 
negotiated,  on  behalf  of  individual  post- 
masters, with  the  postal  officials. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  A  Member  of  Congress 
cannot  even  meet  with  these  people. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Has  that  been  changed 
under  the  agreement? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  As  the  gentleman 
will  recall,  under  the  postal  reform  law, 
we  are  prohibited  from  anything  which 
is  considered  political  involvement  in 
personnel  matters. 

Mr.  WHITTFN.  That  was  the  way  it 
was  sold,  but  what  we  have  done  is 
that  we  have  taken  service  away  from 
the  people. 

Nobody  wants  the  job  of  naming  post- 
masters, but  as  long  as  an  elected  of- 
ficial has  the  responsibility,  he  is  going 
to  try  to  serve  the  public.  When  we  take 
away  service  to  the  public  insisted  upon 


by  the  elected  official,  the  public  is  bound 
to  be  up  in  arms. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding.  I 
wanted  to  respond  as  briefly  and  as  ef- 
fectively as  I  could  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi   (Mr.  Whitten)  . 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  absolutely  impos- 
sible to  get  into  all  of  the  matters  that 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  men- 
tioned ip  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  before  us  a  con- 
ference report  that  we  think  reflects  the 
best  product  we  can  work  out,  at  this 
time.  Let  me  add  that  the  things  that 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  v  (Mr. 
Whitten)  has  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  Members  today  will  definitely 
have  the  attention  of  the  committee  in 
the  next  Congress  and  as  far  as  possible 
in  the  interim  we  will  do  the  best  we 
can  to  continue  our  congressional  over- 
sight. But  the  conference  report  that  we 
have  before  us  goes  a  long  way  toward 
resolving  many  of  the  problems  that 
have  given  concern  to  many  Members 
of  the  Congress.  That  was  our  immedi- 
ate objective  in  the  conference  and  is 
reflected  in  the  report  we  bring  to  the 
House  today. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding  to  me 
and  I  requested  the  time  so  as  to  pursue 
for  just  a  moment  further  the  concern 
expressed  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
sissippi (Mr.  Whitten).  During  the 
time  he  was  talking  I  had  just  picked  up 
a  letter  while  sorting  through  my  mail 
and  also  listening  to  the  debate,  and 
that  letter  deals  with  exactly  that  same 
subject. 

I  appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  gentle- 
man from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Hender- 
son) and  I  know  that  that  gentleman 
fully  intends  that  the  thoughts  he  has 
expressed  will  be  continued  in  the  next 
Congress.  However,  just  to  elaborate  a 
little  further,  here  is  a  specific  case 
much  in  the  nature  of  that  which  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whit- 
ten) ,  was  discussing.  This  is  a  letter  ad- 
dressed to  me  by  a  postal  employee  and 
it  says : 

I  work  for  the  Postal  Service  and  in  June 
they  excessed  me  from  Spring  Hill  and  trans- 
ferred me  to  Shreveport.  They  said  they  were 
doing  away  with  the  TC  route  then.  Since  I 
was  transferred  they  did  not  do  away  with 
the  route  but  are  running  it  with  substi- 
tutes. 

I  would  like  for  you  people  in  Congress  to 
know  howour  Postal  Service  is  being  run.  I 
was  driving  about  12  miles  to  work,  now  I 
have  to  drive  about  60  miles. 
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That  is  the  type  of  thing  that  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whit- 
ten)  was  referring  to. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
reply  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana, 
let  me  say  to  the  gentleman  to  please 
remember  that  the  Postal  Service  does 
have  major  personnel  problems.  I  will 
be  the  first  one  to  acknowledge  that  they 
have  made  some  major  mistakes  in  their 
personnel  relations  and  in  the  handling 
of  their  personnel.  But  this  vehicle  before 
us  the  Members  must  remember,  is  a 
stopgap  measure  so  as  to  get  us  through 
until  next  March,  and  if  there  are  cer- 
tain major  problems  such  as  the  very 
points  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Whitten)  and  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  (Mr.  Waggonner)  have  men- 
tioned, those  problems  will  be  major 
items  of  review  under  the  chairmanship 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley),  and  the  gentleman  from  Cali- 
fornia (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson)  during 
the  next  Congress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  appreci- 
ate what  our  friends  here  are  doing,  they 
are  doing  the  best  they  can.  What  I  am 
trying  to  do  is  find  out  what  did  the 
Postal  Service  promise?  The  Postal 
Service  can  destroy  the  last  remnants  of 
public  service  between  now  and  the  time 
that  Congress  can  take  this  up  next  year. 
I  hope  they  will  at  least  leave  what  serv- 
ice we  have  left. 

The  point  I  want  to  know,  are  they 
going  to  continue  these  disruptive  prac- 
tices in  the  interim?  If  they  are,  we  will 
not  have  anything  left  when  the  com- 
mittee gets  to  it. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  very  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson)  . 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Cali- 
fornia. Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  believe 
that  I  will  need  that  much  time,  I  would 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Derwinski)  and  I  appreciate  the  gen- 
tleman yielding  to  me.  I  would  like  to 
state  that  there  is  an  obligation  here  on 
behalf  of  the  employee  unions,  the  postal 
unions,  to  look  into  matters  of  this  type, 
as  well  as  criticizing  the  Postal  Service. 
They  are  the  ones  who  are  supposed  to 
be  representing  the  employees.  If  they 
have  problems  of  this  type,  they  should 
straighten  those  things  out.  The  union 
has  the  responsibility. * 

The  Postal  Service  has  been  making 
some  very  drastic  and  sad  mistakes,  I 
think  I  would  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  on  that.  They  are  trying  to 
get  rid  of  as  many  of  their  postal  em- 
ployees as  they  can,  trying  to  discourage 
them  from  staying  on  as  career  people. 
They  are  deliberately  doing  this  so  they 
can  hire  casual  employees.  They  feel  it  is 
less  expensive  because  of  the  benefits  in- 


volved with  their  full  time  employees. 
There  are  some  very  serious  matters  in- 
volved which  again  I  say  is  responsible 
for  my  feeling  that  the  Congress  has  to 
have  a  greater  say  in  the  work  of  the 
Postal  Service. 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HUNGATE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

I  commend  the  committee  certainly  on 
the  improvement  in  the  area  of  our 
Postal  Service  problems.  I  did  want  to  say 
that  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  and 
the  gentleman  who  followed  him  from 
Louisiana  have  eloquently  described  the 
situation  that  does  exist,  that  is,  the 
problem  with  the  Postal  Service  in  my 
district.  I  commend  them,  and  I  urge 
the  committee  to  keep  that  under  study. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  would  also  urge 
the  committee  not  to  let  illegitimate 
complaints  interfere  with  its  support  of 
the  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  time 
of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  remaining  5  minutes  to  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Postal  Service  Subcommit- 
tee, the  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Hanley) . 

(Mr.  HANLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Mon- 
day, August  30,  a  House-Senate  confer- 
ence approved  the  final  version  of  H.R. 
8603,  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of 
1976.  The  next  day  the  Senate  approved 
the  conference  report. 

We  are  all  aware  that  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice is  on  the  verge  of  bankruptcy.  Its  fi- 
nancial pinch  has  been  transmitted  to 
our  constituents  in  the  form  of  declining 
postal  service. 

Since  last  October,  much  has  tran- 
spired which  makes  immediate  action  al- 
most imperative.  We  have  had  another 
unpopular  rate  increase,  rules  governing 
the  closing  of  small  post  offices  have 
been  liberalized,  placing  literally  thou- 
sands of  small  post  offices  under  the  gun. 
The  Postal  Service's  financial  condition 
has  worsened  to  the  extent  that  draco- 
nian  service  cuts  are  being  contemplated. 

Postal  Service  officials  tell  us  that 
they  must  implement  these  cuts  if  they 
are  to  break-even  financially  by  1984  as 
stipulated  in  the  Postal  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970. 

It  was  obvious  that  the  time  had  come 
for  Congress  to  examine  the  1970  Act  in 
order  to  determine  what  legislative 
changes  should  be  instituted  to  assist  not 
only  the  Postal  Service,  but  to  assist  the 
American  people  as  well. 

We  have  had  debates  on  this  bill  that 
I  believe  reflected  the  extreme  frustra- 
tion of  this  House  with  the  policies  of 
the  Postal  Service;  a  frustration  which  I 
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wholeheartedly  share.  It  indicated  to  me 
that  the  House  was  insisting  that  it  have 
a  greater  voice  in  establishing  postal  pol- 
icy, a  goal  which  I  share. 

In  conference  consideration  was  given 
to  the  strong  sentiments  of  some  of  the 
Members  on  the  matter  of  additional 
funding  for  the  Postal  Service,  and  on 
the  degree  of  congressional  oversight. 

It  also  authorizes  $1  billion  in  two  in- 
cerements  of  $500  million  each  to  be  ap- 
plied against  the  accumulated  debt. 

It  sets  up  a  seven-member  commission 
to  examine  the  postal  system  and  report 
its  findings  by  March  15,  1977,  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress. 

But  most  important,  from  the  point  of 
view  of  our  constituents,  it  provides  for 
a  moratorium  on  pstal  rate  increases, 

service  cuts,  and  post  office  closings  un- 
til March  15,  1977. 

It  provides  rigorous  procedures  allow- 
ing maximum  public  input  before  any 
post  office  can  be  closed  after  the  mora- 
torium period  is  over. 

As  you  well  know,  our  constituents  are 
demanding  postal  reform  now.  I  believe 
that  H.R.  8603  is  in  step  with  the  will  of 
all  Americans,  and  the  will  of  the  House, 
that  Congress  become  more  intimately 
involved  in  the  development  of  postal 
policy.  This  bill  lays  the  groundwork  for 
greater  and  more  fruitful  congressional 
involvement  in  the  future. 

This  bill  must  reach  the  President  for 
signature  as  soon  as  possible.  It  is  im- 
perative that  postal  reform  legislation  be 
acted  upon  by  this  Congress. 

I  urge  you  to  support  the  conference 
report  on  H.R.  8603. 

The  following  is  a  comparison  of  the 
House  version  of  H.R.  8603  and  what  was 
agreed  to  in  the  conference  on  August 
30,  1976. 

The  House  version  required  that  all 
postal  revenues  be  deposited  in  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  Treasury  and  that  Con- 
gress annually  appropriate  all  of  the 
Postal  Service  funds.  All  operating  ex- 
penses would  have  been  appropriated 
annually,  with  all  postal  revenues  going 
to  the  Treasury.  No  specific  provision  for 
a  subsidy  was  provided  for  in  the  House 
version,  thought  the  authorization  was 
permanent  and  open  ended. 

The  conferees  approved  a  provision 
requiring  the  Postal  Service  to  submit 
budget  and  other  material  to  Congress 
annually.  It  requires  Postal  Service  offi- 
cials to  testify  before  House  and  Senate 
Post  Office  Committees  by  March  15  of 
each  year. 

It  also  authorizes  $500  million  for  the 
transition  period  ending  September  30 
and  $500  million  for  fiscal  year  1977  to 
be  applied  against  the  Postal  Service's 
accumulated  operation  indebtedness. 

The  House-passed  bill  required  the 
Postal  Service  to  provide  door  or  curb- 
line  delivery  to  residential  addresses  un- 
der conditions  essentially  determined  by 


local  authorities.  The  conferees  adopted 
language  requiring  the  Postal  Service  to 
provide  door  or  curbline  delivery  and 
prohibits  installation  of  cluster-boxes 
delivery  in  new  areas  from  the  day  the 
first  $500  million  appropriation  is  made 
imtil  March  15,  1977. 

This  compromise  is  a  responsible  one 
which  puts  a  temporary  halt  to  the 
seemingly  constant  rate  increases  and 
declining  service.  The  House  bill  did  not 
include  language  regarding  a  morator- 
ium on  rate  increases  and  service  cuts. 
In  the  conference  report  there  is  a  mor- 
atorium on  rate  increases,  service  cuts, 
and  post  office  closing  that  would  run 
from  the  day  the  first  $500  million  ap- 
propriation is  made  until  March  15,  1977. 

The  House  bill  provided  that  parcel 
post  rates  will  not  be  reduced  more  than 
10  percent  as  a  result  of  any  postal  sub- 
sidies. This  was  accepted  by  the  Senate 
in  conference. 

The  House  bill  denned  service  changes 
as  "any  change  or  alteration  in  type, 
quality,  terms  or  conditions  of  providing 
for  the  receipt,  transmission  or  delivery 

of  mail  matter  of  any  type."  All  Postal 
Service  decisions  to  initiate  a  service 
change  will  be  appealed  to  the  Postal 
Rate  Commission.  This  was  deleted  by 
the  conference. 

The  conference  accepted  the  House 
section  addition  "educational,  cultural 
and  scientific  and  informational  value 
to  criteria  for  setting  rates."  The  House 
version  preserving  second-class  mailing 
privileges  for  college  catalogs  and  cer- 
tain looseleaf  publications  was  accepted 
by  the  conference. 

The  conference  adopted  the  House 
provisions  relating  to  publications  of 
State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  and  re- 
lating to  the  definition  of  an  agricultural 
nonprofit  association  or  organization. 

The  conference  also  accepted  the 
House  bill  that  contained  a  provision 
making  the  rates  applicable  for  books 
mailed  between  schools  and  libraries  ap- 
plicable to  the  rates  for  books  when 
mailed  by  a  publisher  or  distributor  to 
schools  and  libraries. 

After  the  moratorium  period,  the  bill 
establishes  specific  procedures  for  clos- 
ing post  offices,  giving  the  public  suffi- 
cient time  and  notice  for  comment.  Any 
patron  may  appeal  a  decision  to  close  a 
post  office  to  the  Postal  Rate  Commis- 
sion. 

The  House  bill  established  the  Com- 
mission on  Postal  Service,  lasting  2 
years,  consisting  of  five  members  to 
study  specific  areas,  particularly  the  pub- 
lic service  aspects  of  the  Postal  Service, 
and  the  method  of  establishing  postal 
rates. 

The  conferees  adopted  language  estab- 
lishing a  seven-member  commission: 
three  appointed  by  the  Senate,  and  two 
each  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 
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The  Commission  has  general  responsi- 
bility to  study  postal  problems  and  is 
required  to  study  and  issue  recommenda- 
tions on  several  specific  areas  of  inter- 
est, including  public  service  aspects  of 
the  Postal  Service. 

The  Commission  will  be  appointed 
within  15  days  after  the  enactment  of 
the  bill.  The  Commission  must  report 
its  findings  by  March  15,  1977. 

The  House  bill  contained  a  provision 
which  required  that  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral and  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General 
must  be  confirmed  by  the  Senate.  It  was 
decided  in  conference,  instead,  that  the 
Commission  would  issue  recommenda- 
tions on  the  feasibility  and  desirability  of 
alternate  means  of  appointment. 

The  House  bill  required  that  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  would  be  subject 
to  Senate  confirmation.  This  was  ac- 
cepted in  conference. 

The  House  version  requires  that  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission  be  subject  to  a 
10 -month  period  for  consideration  of 
rates  and  classification  cases.  The  con- 
ference accepted  a  10-month  waiting 
period  for  rate  increases  but  retained  the 
90-day  waiting  period  for  classification 


The  House  version  removed  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Postal  Rate  Commission 
from  the  Administration  Procedure  Act. 
In  conference  it  was  decided  that  the 
existing  law  would  not  be  changed. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  confer- 
ence report  on  H.R.  8603  is  substantially 
different  from  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House  several  months  ago.  This  confer- 
ence report  provides  for  authorization  for 
two  back-to-back  appropriations  or  $500 
million  each  for  additional  Federal  sub- 
sidies to  the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 

As  Members  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Budget  Committee  does  not  ordinarily 
comment  on  authorization  bills,  since 
they  do  not  in  themselves  provide  budget 
authority.  However,  the  situation  with, 
respect  to  authorizations  for  appropria- 
tions for  postal  -subsidies  is  different 
Typically,  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tees have  considered  authorization  action 
by  the  Congress  to  be  a  principle  expres- 
sion of  the  will  of  Congress  on  the  sub- 
sidy question!  Therefore,  although  this 
legislation  is  not  an  entitlement,  nor 
does  it  provide  budget  authority,  it  must 
be  viewed  in  the  nature  of  a  very  power- 
ful advance  commitment. 

The  first  budget  resolution  for  fiscal 
year  1977  did  not  provide  additional 
funds  for  postal  subsidies  over  and  above 
those  which  had  heretofore  been  author- 
ized under  existing  law.  The  second 
budget  resolution  which  we  adopted  yes- 
terday likewise  made  no  provision  for 
additional  postal  subsidies. 

If  I  understand  the  intentions  of  the 
proponents  of  this  legislation,  it  is  ex- 
pected that  the  President  will  transmit  * 
a  supplemental  appropriation  request  at  ■ 
the  same  time  he  signs  this  bill.  I  under- 


stand that  a  request  for  $500  million  will 
be  made  for  the  Transition  Quarter  and 
a  further  request  for  $500  million  for 
fiscal  year  1977. 

Based  upon  the  most  recent  analysis 
of  actions  by  Congress  on  transition 
quarter  amounts,  sufficient  funds  remain 
within  the  ceilings  to  accommodate  an 
appropriation  of  $500  million  prior  to 
October  1. 

However,  the  situation  with  respect  to 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1977  is  uncertain. 
The  second  budget  resolution  passed  by 
the  House  yesterday  did  not  make  provi- 
sion for  an  additional  $500  million  ap- 
propriation; the  Senate  resolution,  also 
passed  yesterday,  is  understood  to  in- 
clude these  funds.  I  cannot,  of  course, 
predict  what  the  outcome  of  the  confer- 
ence may  be. 

It  seems  clear,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  en- 
actment of  additional  postal  subsidies 
for  fiscal  year  1977  may  require  that  an 
equal  amount  of  funds  be  withheld  from 
some  other  program  or  the  deficit  be 
raised  because  the  second  budget  resolu- 
tion is  very  tight.  The  third  alternative 
is  to  have  this  force  a  third  budget  re- 
solution. This  disclosure  puts  the  public 
on  notice  of  the  problems  involved  in 
this. 

Mr.  AuCOIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  legis- 
lation calls  for  a  moratorium  on  lower- 
ing the  levels  or  types  of  services  offered 
as  of  July  1,  1976.  Whether  or  not  a 
Postal  Service  action  constitutes  a  lower- 
ing of  the  level  or  type  of  service  is  not 
always  clear.  Before  passing  this  legis- 
lation, we  need  to  clarify  what  kind  of 
evidence  Congress  intends  to  accept  as 
proof  that  a  change  in  the  function  of 
a  post  office  does  not  represent  a  lower- 
ing of  the  level  of  service.  I  say  this  be- 
cause it  is  too  easy  for  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice to  make  changes  by  simply  claiming 
that  service  will  improve  or  costs  will  be 
cut.  In  my  district,  for  example,  the 
Postal  Service  district  manager  proposes 
to  transfer  the  mail  distribution  function 
out  of  the  Beaverton  Post  Office.  He 
claims  that — 

The  net  result  will  be  a  reduction  In  total 
operating  costs  while  the  level  of  service  to 
the  Beaverton  and  Portland  communities 
will  not  be  affected  adversely  In  any  way. 

I  have  asked  him  to  show  me  the 
figures  which  he  used  to  determine  that 
a  reduction  in  total  operating  costs  will 
be  achieved,  but  I  have  received  no  reply. 
I  am  not  convinced  that  the  transfer 
will  not  result  in  a  lowering  of  the  level 
of  service  to  the  community.  If  the  trans- 
fer takes  place,  fewer  clerks  will  be  avail- 
able to  serve  customers  at  the  windows, 
where  20 -minute  lines  are  not  uncom- 
mon now,  according  to  the  Beaverton 
postmaster.  Although  first-  and  third- 
class  letter  mail  can  be  processed  faster 
by  machine.  I  have  seen  no  evidence  that 
a  comparison  study  of  error  rates  has 
even  been  done.  I  am  concerned  about 
the  effect  on  delivery  of  flats  and  pack- 
ages which  cannot  be  machine  processed. 
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If  the  Postal  Service  can  prove  that 
the  proposed  transfer  will  reduce  oper- 
ating costs  without  adversely  affecting 
service,  I  will  support  it.  But  Congress 
should  not  merely  accept  promises  while 
being  denied  access  to  the  figures  and 
methodology  to  back  them  up. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that  the 
ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CHARLES  H.  WILSON  of  Califor- 
nia. Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to  the  vote  on 
the  ground  that  a  quorum  is  not  present 
and  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evidently 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  276,*nays  33, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  120, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  710] 
YEAS— 276 


Allen 

Ambro 

Anderson,  111. 

Andrews,  N.C. 

Archer 

Ashley 

Bafalis 

Baldus 

Baucus 

Bauman 

Beard,  Tenn. 

Bedell 

Bennett 

Bevill 

Bingham 

Blanchard 

Blouin 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boiling 

Bowen 

Breaux 

Breckinridge 

Brink!  ey 


Fascell 

Fenwick 

Fish 

Fisher 

Fithian 

Flood 

Florio 

Flowers 

Flynt 

Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 

Forsythe 

Fountain 

Fraser 

Frenzel 

Frey 

Gaydos 

Giaimo 

Gibbons 

Gil  man 

Goldwater 

Goodling 

Grassley 

Gude 

Guyer 

Hagedorn 

Haley 


Brown,  Calif. 

Brown,  Mich. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Broyhill 

Burke,  Fla. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Burton,  John 

Butler 

Byron 

Carr 

Carter 

Cederberg 

C happen 

Clay 

Cleveland 

Cochran 

Cohen 

Collins,  HI. 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cornell 

Cotter 

Coughlin 

D'Amours 


Latta 

Leggett 

Lehman 

Lent 

Levitas 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 

Lott 

Lundine 

McClory 

McCormack 

McDade 

McEwen 

McFall 

McHugh 

McKay 

McKinney 

Madden 

Madigan 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Martin 

Mathis 

Meeds 

Miller,  Calif. 


Daniel,  Dan 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Danielson 

Davis 

Delaney 

Dellums 

Dent 

Derwinski 

Dickinson 

Dingell 

Dodd 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Downing,  Va. 

Drinan 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Eckhardt 

Edgar 

Eilberg 

Emery 

Erlenborn 

Evans,  Ind. 

Evins,  Tenn. 


Reuss 

Riegle 

Rinaldo 

Risenhoover 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Rogers 

Rooney 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roush 

Roybal 

Santini 

Sarasin 

Sarbanes 

Scheuer 

Schneebell 

Schroeder 

Seiberling 

Sharp 

Shipley 

Shriver 

Shuster 

Simon 

Slaxk 


Hall,  111. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Smith,  Iowa 

Hamilton 

Mills 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Hanley 

Mineta 

Solarz 

Hannaford 

Minish 

Spellman 

Harkin 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Spence 

Harris 

Moakley 

Staggers 

Harsha 

Moffett 

Stanton, 

Hawkins 

Montgomery 

J.  William 

Hayes,  Ind. 

Moore 

Stark 

Hechler,  W,  Va.  Moorhead, 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Calif. 

Stokes 

Hefner 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Stratton 

Henderson 

Mosher 

Stuckey 

Hicks 

Moss 

Studds 

Hightower 

Murtha 

Sullivan 

Hillis 

Myers,  Ind. 

Symington 

Holt 

Myers,  Pa. 

Talcott 

Holtzman 

Natcher 

Taylor,  N.C. 

Howard 

Neal 

Teague 

Hubbard 

Nedzl 

Thompson 

Hughes 

Nix 

Thone 

Hungate 

Nolan 

Thornton 

Hutchinson 

Nowak 

Traxler 

Hyde 

Oberstar 

Treen 

Jacobs 

Obey 

Tsongas 

Jeffords 

O'Brien 

Udall 

Jenrette 

O'Hara 

Ullman 

Johnson,  Calif 

.  Passman 

Vander  Jagt 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Patten,  N.J. 

Vanik 

Jones,  Ala. 

Patterson, 

Wampler 

Jones,  Okla. 

Calif. 

Whalen 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Pattison,  N.Y. 

White 

Jordan 

Pepper 

.Whitehurst 

Kastenmeier 

Perkins 

Winn 

Kemp 

Pettis 

Wirth 

Keys 

Pickle 

Wolff 

Koch 

Pike 

Wylie 

Krebs 

Preyer 

Yates 

Krueger 

Price 

Yatron 

LaFalce 

Pritchard 

Young,  Fla. 

Lagomarsino 

Quillen 

Young,  Tex. 

Landrum 

Regula 

NAYS— 33 

Zablocki 

Adams 

Devine 

Mottl 

Alexander 

Findley 

Ottinger 

Anderson, 

Ginn 

Poage 

Calif. 

Gradison 

Satterfield 

Armstrong 

Hall,  Tex. 

Schulze 

Ashbrook 

Hebert 

Skubitz 

Broomfield 

Ichord 

Taylor,  Mo. 

Buchanan 

Jarman 

Waggonner 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Kasten 

Whitten 

Burlison,  Mo. 

Kazen 

Wilson,  C.  H. 

Collins,  Tex. 

Kindness 

de  la  Garza 

McDonald 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 1 
Gonzalez 


NOT  VOTING — 120 


Abdnor 
Abzug 
Addabbo 
Andrews, 
N.  Dak. 
Annunzio 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Badillo 
Beard,  R.I. 
Bell 

Ber  gland 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bonker 
Brademas 
Brodhead 


Hinsnaw 

Holland 

Horton 

Howe 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Karth 

Kelly 

Ketchum 

Lujan 

McCloskey 

McCollister 

Mann 

Matsunaea 


Brooks 
Burgener 
Burke,  Calif. 
Burton,  Phillip 
Carney 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clausen, 
DonH. 
Clawson,  Del 
Conable 
Conlan 
Corman 
Crane 
Derrick 
Diggs 
du  Pont 


Early 

Edwards,  Ala- 
Edwards,  Calif. 
English 


Eshleman 
Evans,  Colo. 
Fary 

Ford,  Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Green 
Hammer- 
schmidt 
Hansen 
Harrington 
Heinz 
Helstoski 


Morgan 

Murphy,  111. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Nichols 

O'Neill 

Paul 

Peyser 

Pressler 

Quie 

Railsback 

Randall 

Rangel 

Rees 

Rhodes 


Sisk 

Snyder 

Stanton, 

James  V. 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger,  Ariz. 
Stephens 
Symms 
Van  Deerlin 
Vander  Veen 
Vigorito 
Walsh 
Waxman 
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Mazzol  i 

Richmond 

Weaver 

Melcher 

Roncalio 

Wiggins 

Metcalfe 

Rose 

Wilson,  Bob 

Meyner 

Rousselot 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Mezvinsky 

Runnels 

Wright 

Michel 

Ruppe 

Wydler 

Mikva 

Russo 

Young,  Alaska 

Mil  ford 

Ryan 

Young,  Ga. 

Mink 

St  Germain 

Zeferetti 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Sebelius 

Mollohan 

Sikes 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  du  Pont  for,  with  Mr.  Clancy  against. 

Mr.  Heinz  for,  with  Mr.  Del  Clawson 
against. 

Mr.  Horton  for,  with  Mr.  Hansen  against. 

Mr.  Kelly  for,  with  Mr.  Paul  against. 

Mr.  Railsback  for,  with  Mr.  Rousselot 
against. 

Mr.  Walsh  for,  with  Mr.  Symms  against. 

Mr.  Wydler  for,  with  Mr.  Snyder  against. 

Until  further  notice: 
Mr.  Annunzio  with  Mr.  Abdnor. 
Mr.  O'Neill  with  Mr.  Hammerschmidt. 
Mr.  Brademas  with  Mr.  Bell. 
Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Lujan. 
Mr.  Fary  with  Mr.  Mitchell  of  New  York. 
Mr.  Addabbo  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  Corman  with  Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama. 

Mr.  Zeferetti  with  Mr.  Sebelius. 

Mrs.  Chisholm  with  Mr.  Biester. 

Mr.  Phillip  Burton  with  Mr.  McCloskey. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Crane. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Bonker  with  Mr.  Aspin. 

Mr.  Biaggi  with  Mr.  Peyser. 

Mr.  Vander  Veen  with  Mr.  Ruppe. 

Mr.  AuCoin  with  Mr.  Bergland. 

Mr.  Helstoski  with  Mr.  Esch.  • 

Ms.  Abzug  with  Mr.  Steslman. 

Mrs.  Meyner  with  Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen 

Mr.  Mikva  with  Mr.  Pressler. 

Mr.  Nichols  with  Mr.  Wiggins. 


Mr.  Rose  with  Mr.  Young  of  Alaska. 

Mr.  Sikes  with  Mr.  Karth.  " 

Mr.  Badillo  with  Mr.  Steiger  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Beard  of  Rhode  Island  with  Mr.  Conlan. 

Mr.  Rangel  with  Mr.  McColllster. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  California  with  Mr.  Quie. 
.    Mr.  Howe  with  Mr.  Conable. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mrs.  Burke  of  California. 

Mr.  Matsunaga  with  Mr.  Eshleman. 

Mrs.  Mink  with  Mr.  Brodhead. 

Mr.  Harrington  with  Mr.  Burgener. 

Mr.  Metcalfe  with  Mr.  Young  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Brooks. 

Mr.  Ford  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  Carney  with  Mr.  English. 

Mr.  Derrick  with  Mr.  Holland. 

Mr.  Early  with  Mr.  Mazzoli. 

Mr.  Evans  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Melcher. 

Mr.  Green  with  Mr.  Milford. 

Mr.  Mann  with  Mr.  Randall. 

Mr.  Mollohan  with  Mr.  Rees. 

Mr.  Richmond  with  Mr.  Runnels. 

Mr.  Roncalio  with  Mr.  Ryan. 

Mr.  Weaver  with  Mr.  Charles  Wilson  of 
Texas. 

Mr.  Waxman  with  Mr.  Sisk. 

Mr.  Wright  with  Mr.  Stephens. 

Mr.  Vigorito  with  Mr.  Steed. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin  with  Mr.  James  V.  Stan- 
ton. 

Mr.  KAZEN  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

Mr.  HOWARD  changed  his  vote  from 
"present"  to  "yea." 

Mr.  GONZALEZ  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "present." 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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